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CHAPTER  I 
SUMMARY 

A.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Ocean  Beach  Associates   (OBA) ,  a  limited  partnership 
has  submitted  a  Conditional  Use  application  to  the  San  Francis- 
co Department  of  City  Planning  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development 
on  the  site  formerly  occupied  by  the  Playland-at-the-Beach 
amusement  park. 

#  The  development,  tentatively  named  "Ocean  Beach  Park 

Estates,"  would  include  condominium  units,  subsidized  senior 
citizen,  and  low  and  moderate  income  family  housing,  rental 
units,  and  related  commercial  retail,  recreation,  and  parking 
facilities.     Both  public  and  private  open  space  would  be 
incorporated  in  the  project.     The  objective  of  OBA  is  to 
develop  residential  housing  on  the  site  in  an  integrated, 
unified  design.     The  project  is  being  designed  by  the  architectural 
firm  of  Sandy  and  Babcock. 

The  location  of  the  proposed  development  is  the  three 
and  one-half  block  area  formerly  occupied  by  the  Playland- 
at-the-Beach  amusement  park.     The  site  is  located  on  four 
parcels  designated  Parcels  1-4.     Half  of  Parcel  4,  the  northern 
block,  has  been  authorized  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Golden 
Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA)   as  a  result  of  passage 
of  the  Omnibus  Parks  Bill   (S  791) .     The  EIR  therefore  addresses 
two  alternatives  for  Parcel  4  in  addition  to  the  proposed 
full  development  of  the  parcel:     partial  development  on  the 
flat  portion  of  the  parcel  and  no  development  on  Parcel  4. 
Table  1  shows  a  comparison  of  the  characteristics  for  the 
proposed  project  and  the  two  alternatives. 
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B .  IMPACTS 

#  The  number  of  units  proposed  would  exceed  the  number 

that  could  be  authorized  in  the  PUD.     Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  has  applied  for  a  rezoning  of  the  RH-2  portions  of 
the  site  to  RM-1.     If  the  rezoning  application  is  approved 
a  total  of  757  units  could  be  authorized  on  the  site.  While 
the  total  number  of  units  proposed  is  636,  the  number  of  units 
counted  for  zoning  purposes  is  626  as  the  20  elderly  units 
only  count  as  1/2  unit  in  the  computing  zoning  density.  Therefore, 
the  number  of  units  proposed  would  conform  to  the  allowed  density, 
if  the  rezoning  application  is  approved. 

The  project  would  preclude  the  possible  use  of  the 
site  as  open  space  park  land,  physically  linking  the  western 
portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Sutro  Heights  Park,  a  portion 
of  the  GGNRA. 

Views  toward  the  ocean  from  the  rear  of  existing 
resi-dences  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  would  be  obstructed.  Residences 
and  apartments  on  higher  terrain  east  of  Parcel  4  would  take 
in  views  of  project  area  rooftops.     Structures  would  be  con- 
structed on  the  lower  slopes  of  Parcel  4  obstructing  views 
looking  north  from  the  Great  Highway  toward  the  steep  terrain 
that  defines  Sutro  Heights  Park. 

The  major  hydrological  impact  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  an  increase  in  the  quantity  of  surface  runoff  during 
storms  and  a  worsening  of  the  quality  of  this  water.     It  is 
probable  that  the  surface  runoff  from  the  site  would  be  dis- 
charged directly  into  the  combined  sewer  storm  drain  system.  The 
extent  of  this  impact  would  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  eventual 
development  of  the  city's  Westside  Wastewater  Management  Plan. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  on  Parcel  4 
would  eliminate  some  vegetation  in  scattered  locations  on 
the  dune  bluff  face.     The  direct  loss  of  the  dune  tansy  is 
contrary  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  Environmental  Protection 
Element  Policy  Number  3   (Policy  for  Flora  and  Fauna) ,  which 
states:     "Protect  rare  and  endangered  species."     The  proposed 
project  would  also  increase  the  amount  of  human  activity  in  the 
project  area.     Increases  in  the  use  of  trail  system  through  the 
dune  meadow  would  accelerate  the  amount  of  trampling  in  this  area 
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and  could  be  detrimental  to  the  dune  tansy  population  and  other 
plants. 

During  project  operation,  traffic  volume  on  48th  Avenue 
between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets  is  predicted  to  increase 
from  140  vehicles  per  day  to  1,400  vehicles  per  day  in  a  worst- 
case  situation.     The  peak  hour  traffic  on  48th  Avenue  between 
Balboa  and  Cabrillo  would  be  increased  from  about  15  vehicles 
to  155  vehicles.     The  estimated  level  of  service  on  48th  Avenue 
at  Fulton  Street  would  change  from  A  to  C. 

The  noise  generated  by  equipment  used  to  construct 
the  project  would  temporarily  cause  an  increase  in  ambient 
noise  levels  adjacent  to  the  project  site.     Additional  traffic 
during  operation  of  the  project  would  generate  a  7  dBA  increase 
in  the  traffic  noise  levels  along  48th  Avenue  between  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo  Streets. 

C.     MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Mitigation  measures  incorporated  in  the  project  include 
recreational  facilities  available  to  the  public  and  public 
open  space. 

Street  trees  and  trees  to  be  installed  in  raised 
planters  are  being  planned  for  the  project.     Visual  impacts 
to  present  residents  would  be  mitigated  by  tree  planting 
in  a  10-foot-wide  buffer  strip  between  Parcel  1  and  adjacent 
residences  to  the  east. 

To  establish  area  lighting  that  provides  the  maximum  of 
safety  and  the  minimum  interference  with  nighttime  views  from 
higher  elevations  around  the  project  area,  a  specialist  in 
lighting  design  would  be  consulted  to  determine  the  location 
and  intensity  of  the  lights  and  prescribe  the  type  of  light 
to  be  used. 

The  project  sponsor  would  follow  recommendations 
of  soils  experts  to  prevent  slope  failure  during  excavation 
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on  Parcel  4.     Some  measures  would  be  necessary  to  stabilize 
the  bluff  face  on  Parcel  4  after  construction,  including 
hydromulching  and  revegetation  with  native,  sand-stabilizing 
plants . 

As  development  at  the  project  site  would  increase 
human  activity  through  the  dune  meadow,  some  measures  would 
need  to  be  taken  to  protect  the  dune  tansy  population.  The 
National  Park  Service  has  suggested  three  possibilities: 

1.  Increase  public  awareness  of  the  problem  through 
the  use  of  signs  and  an  education  program. 

2.  Designate  specific  trails  to  limit  disturbance. 

3.  Limit  use  of  the  area  by  designating  it  as  a  natural 
area. 

These  measures  would  need  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
National  Park  Service  and  the  project  sponsor  has  indicated 
his  willingness  to  discuss  the  coordination  of  these  measures 
with  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  sponsor  is  prepared  to  promote  both  van- 
pooling  and  car-pooling  and  to  act  as  an  intermediary  in 
an  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  a  RIDES  program.  The 
developer  would  apply  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for 
a  four-way  stop  at  the  Balboa/48th  Avenue  intersection  to 
replace  the  current  two-way  stop. 

In  order  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  westerly  and  north- 
westerly winds  on  the  site,  tree  plantings  are  proposed  along 
adjacent  streets  and  in  pedestrian  areas  on  the  project  site. 

The  project  sponsor  would  include  a  clause  in  the 
construction  contract  requiring  the  contractor  to  use  construc- 
tion equipment  which  meets  the  noise  emission  limits  in  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.     An  acoustical  report  would 
be  prepared  recommending  measures  to  reduce  the  interior 
noise  level  of  project  residences  to  45  dB. 


The  project  would  incorporate  architectural  features 
to  minimize  the  bus  noise  impact  on  the  adjacent  community 
from  the  bus  turnaround.     These  measures  would  include: 

-      sound-absorbing  material  installed  on  the  underside 
of  the  bus  turnaround  roof 

a  solid  noise  barrier  erected  along  the  east  side 
of  the  bus  turnaround 

commercial  truck  deliveries  and  pickups  for  the  project 
site  restricted  to  the  hours  of  7  a.m.  to  5  p.m. 
mechanical  equipment  design  for  the  project  reviewed 
by  an  acoustical  engineer  to  insure  that  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  limits  are  satisfied  at 
the  property  line. 

Energy  conservation  measures  included  in  the  project 
design  include  double-glazed  windows  for  thermal  insulation, 
wall  and  ceiling  insulation  as  required  by  state  standards, 
and  use  of  trees  as  windbreaks  to  reduce  thermal  loss. 


D.  ALTERNATIVES 

0  In  addition  to  the  alternatives  of  partial  development 

and  no  development  on  Parcel  4,  the  following  alternatives 

are  addressed  in  the  EIR: 

No  project 

No  closure  of  La  Playa  Street 
No  MUNI  land  exchange 

Other  site  uses  —  residential,  commercial,  open 
space,  and  mixed  use  in  conformance  with  existing 
zoning . 

Three  alternatives  from  the  Planning  Association  from 
the  Richmond.     A  summary  of  these  alternatives  is 
presented  below  in  Table  lA. 
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CHAPTER  II 
PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  SPONSOR  AND  OBJECTIVES 

Ocean  Beach  Associates   (OBA) ,  a  limited  partnership, 
has  submitted  a  Conditional  Use  application  to  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Department  of  City  Planning  for  a  Planned  Unit  Develop- 
ment on  the  site  formerly  occupied  by  the  Playland-at-the- 
Beach  amusement  park. 
#  The  development,  tentatively  named  "Ocean  Beach  Park 

Estates,"  would  include  condominium  units,  subsidized  senior 
citizen  and  low  and  moderate  income  family  housing,  rental 
units,  and  related  commercial  retail,  recreation,  and  parking 
facilities.     The  objective  of  OBA  is  to  develop  residential 
housing  on  the  site  in  an  integrated,  unified  design.  The 
project  is  being  designed  by  the  architectural  firm  of  Sandy 
and  Babcock. 

B.  LOCATION  OF  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  location  of  the  proposed  development  is  the  three 
and  one-half  block  area  formerly  occupied  by  the  Playland- 
at-the  Beach  amusement  park   (Figures  1  and  2,  pages  8  and  9) . 
The  site  is  generally  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  Great  Highway 
and  the  Ocean  Beach  area  of  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation 
Area   (GGNRA) ,  on  the  north  by  Sutro  Heights  Park   (GGNRA) , 
on  the  south  by  Fulton  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Park  (City 
owned) ,  and  on  the  east  by  La  Playa,  including  the  east  side 
of  La  Playa  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets.     The  four 
parcels  proposed  for  development  are  shown  in  Figure  3,  page  10. 
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The  site  is  at  the  edge  of  a  middle-class  residential 
neighborhood  of  mainly  two-  or  three-story  structures.  Single- 
family  residences  and  apartments  occupy  the  avenues,  while 
small  commercial  establishments  are  found  along  the  streets. 
Immediately  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  are  the  backyards  of  residences 
fronting  on  48th  Avenue.     The  Safeway  store  across  La  Playa 
from  Parcel  2  is  the  only  other  structure  adjacent  to  the 
property. 

C.     PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

0  The  Planned  Unit  Development   (PUD)  proposal  for  the 

approximately  10  acres  of  land  would  involve  development 
of  a  maximum  of  553  owner-occupied,  middle-income  residential 
units  on  Parcels  2,  3,  and  4.     Parcel  1  would  have  commercial 
and  recreational  facilities,  as  well  as  20  rental  units  for 
senior  citizens,  63  rental  units  for  low  and  moderate  income 
families  and  a  MUNI  bus  terminal.     Parcels  2  and  3  would 
have  commercial  facilities  on  the  corners  at  the  Great  Highway 
and  Cabrillo  Streets. 

A  56  X  60-foot  lot  on  Parcel  3  facing  the  Great  Highway 
is  presently  owned  by  the  Olympic  Club.     The  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  owns  land  at  the  northeast  corner 
of  Parcel  3,  which  is  used  as  a  turnaround  for  the  5  Fulton 
trolley  bus.     Development  of  the  project  as  proposed  assumes 
acquisition  of  the  Olympic  Club  lot  and  assumes  a  land  exchange 
with  MUNI  for  the  present  turnaround. 

%  Present  zoning  would  not  allow  the  number  of  dwelling 

units  proposed  for  the  RH-2   (two-family  dwelling)   areas  of 
the  site.     Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  has  applied  for  a 
rezoning  of  the  RH-2  portions  of  the  site  to  RM-1  to  allow 
for  the  distribution,  type  and  number  of  units  that  have  been 
proposed. 
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Figure  A,  page      ,  shows  the  proposed  site  plan  for 
the  PUD.     All  buildings  shown  would  be  within  the  40-foot 
height  limitation  of  the  Planning  Code  and,  generally,  would 
be  four  stories  above  grade.     A  total  of  721  below-grade 
parking  spaces  would  be  distributed  among  the  four  parcels 
(Figure  5,  page  16) .     The  applicant  proposes  to  close  La 
Playa  Street  to  vehicular  traffic  (except  transit,  emergency, 
and  service  vehicles)  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets. 
Pedestrian  access  from  the  beach  to  the  commercial  area  on 
Parcel  1  would  be  through  a  park-like  area  between  Parcels 
2  and  3.     This  area,  which  is  now  a  diesel-bus  turnaround, 
would  be  paved  and  landscaped,  and  would  include  about  1,000 
sq.  ft.  of  primarily  beach-oriented  commercial  shops  housed 
in  kiosks."^    This  area  would  be  designed  to  create  an  inviting 
access  to  the  commercial  area  on  Parcel  1  from  the  Great 
Highway  and  the  beach. 

The  owner-occupied  middle-income  units  on  Parcels 
2,  3,  and  4  would  include  junior  one-bedroom  to  two-bedroom/den 
units  and  would  range  approximately  from  650  sq.  ft.  to  1,350 
sq.  ft.     Less  than  25%  of  the  units  would  be  one  bedroom; 
the  remainder  would  be  one  bedroom/den,  two-bedroom  and  two- 
bedroom/den  units.     The  different  unit  sizes  would  permit 
a  variety  of  occupants,  ranging  from  single  adults  to  married 
couples  with  children. 
#  The  four  parcels  would  be  developed  as  follows: 

Parcel  1;     Approximately  60,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  commer- 
cial space;  7,500  gross  sq,  ft.  of  enclosed  recreation 
area,  including  a  swimming  pool;  101  rental  units  for 
senior  citizens;  63  rental  units  for  low  moderate 
income  families;     133  parking  spaces  below  grade;  20,500 
sq.  ft.  of  open-air,  rooftop  recreational  facilities 


Small  open  structures. 
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including  a  tennis  court,  two  platform  tennis  courts 
and  an  enclosed  racquetball  court.     The  southern  portions 
of  the  parcel  would  be  occupied  by  a  MUNI  terminal 
for  diesel  and  electric  buses  from  MUNI  routes  5,  18, 
and  38.     A  noise  barrier  would  be  constructed  on  the 
east  side  of  the  MUNI  terminal  to  shield  the  rear  of 
the  houses  facing  on  48th  Avenue.     Figure  6,  page  17, 
shows  the  second,  third  and  fourth  floor  building  plans. 
Cross-sections  for  the  building  on  Parcel  1  are  shown 
in  Figure  7,  page  18.     Senior  citizen  rental  units  would 
be  one-bedroom  units,  approximately  770  gross  sq.  ft. 
each.     The  family  rental  housing  would  include  7 
1-bedroom  units,  53  2-bedroom  units  and  3  3-bedroom 
units.     Communal  laundry  facilities  and  social  space 
would  be  provided  for  use  of  residents.     The  commercial 
space  would  primarily  serve  the  convenience  needs 
of  local  residents.     Membership  in  the  recreation 
club  would  be  open  to  district  residents  as  well 
as  residents  of  the  PUD. 

Parcel  2:     Approximately  150  condominium  units  and 
6,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  restaurant  area  at  the  corner 
of  Cabrillo  and  the  Great  Highway.     There  would  be 
165  parking  spaces  below  grade. 

%  Parcel  3;     Approximately  203  condominium  units  and 

2,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  beach-oriented  retail  commercial 
space  at  the  corner  of  Cabrillo  and  the  Great  Highway. 
A  lot  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  parcel  is  owned 
by  MUNI.     The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  exchange 
this  lot  for  land  at  the  south  end  of  Parcel  1,  to 
be  used  as  a  MUNI  terminal.     Below-grade  parking 
would  accommodate  223  cars.     The  parking  garage  for 
Parcels  2  and  3  would  be  four  feet  above  sidewalk 
level  fronting  on  the  Great  Highway  and  would  be 
entirely  below  grade  fronting  on  La  Playa. 
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Parcel  4;     Approximately  200  condominium  units.  Parkin 
spaces  below  grade  would  accommodate  200  cars.  Figure 
page  19,  is  a  conceptual  rendering  of  the  building 
configuration  viewed  from  the  Great  Highway. 

Figure  8,  page  20,  is  a  conceptual  rendering  showing 
buildings  and  the  interior  courtyards  between  them  on  Parcel  3. 
The  courtyard  would  provide  private  open  space  for  the  use 
of  project  residents,  access  to  the  general  public  being  restri 
by  a  five-foot  high  wall  on  La  Playa,  and  the  raised  garage 
and  a  railing  along  the  Great  Highway. 

The  recent  incorporation  of  1.9  acres  of  Parcel  4  (Omni 
bus  Parks  Bill,  S.  791)   into  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recrea- 
tion Area  may  influence  development  of  Parcel  4,  reducing  the 
number  of  units.     The  alternative  of  no  development  on  Parcel  4 
is  also  addressed  in  this  report.     See  Chapter  VII,  page  153, 
for  discussion  of  these  alternatives. 

D.     PROPOSED  SCHEDULING  AND  COST 

The  project  would  be  constructed  in  increments,  over 
a  four-year  period.     Improvements  on  Parcel  2  would  be  construe 
ted  during  the  first  year  after  EIR  certification  and  PUD 
approval;  improvements  on  Parcel  1  would  be  constructed  one 
year  later,  or  when  rent  subsidies  become  available;  and 
improvements  on  the  remaining  parcels  would  be  constructed 
in  the  third  and  fourth  years. 

Total  project  costs  for  construction  and  other  direct 
expenses,  excluding  land,  are  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$40.7  million   (1978  dollars). 
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E.     PROJECT  HISTORY 

The  site  formerly  was  occupied  by  the  Playland-at-the- 
Beach  amusement  park.'^    Playland  was  built  in  1923  by  George 
K.  Whitney  on  a  portion  of  the  old  Hotaling  estate  adjoining 
Ocean  Beach^    At  that  time,  amusement  parks  in  coastal  cities 
were  a  major  form  of  family-oriented  recreation. 

The  park  offered  a  range  of  entertainment,  including 
rides,  concession  booths,  ballroom  dancing,  and  an  outdoor 
bandstand.     At  its  peak,  the  park  attracted  as  many  as  60,000 
people  each  weekend. 

In  the  1960 's  the  number  of  visitors  to  Playland  steadi: 
declined.     Several  rides  and  concessions,   including  the  roller 
coaster  and  wheel  of  fortune,  were  closed  down  due  to  violations 
of  City  health,  safety,  and  gambling  ordinances.     As  a  result, 
the  park's  revenues  were  cut  in  half.     On  14  May  1967,  an  incid( 
at  a  ticket  window  developed  into  a  riot,  and  shortly  thereaftei 
Playland  was  shut  down.     In  August  1968,  Playland  was  sold 
to  developers  Robert  Frazer  and  Charles  Knapp,  who  wanted  to 
build  high-rise  apartments  on  half  of  the  property  and  leave 
Playland  on  the  other  half.     Their  plans  were  never  realized 
and  they  were  foreclosed  upon  in  1970. 

In  1972,  Jeremy  Ets-Hokin's  Seal  Rock  Development  Com- 
pany submitted  an  application  to  the  City  for  condominium  develc 
ment  on  the  site.     After  receiving  an  initial  application  for 
900  dwelling  units  on  the  site,  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  in  June  1972,  approved  conditional  use  CU72.24  for 
762  units  and  three  floors  of  commercial  space.  Following 
a  determination  that  an  EIR  was  required  for  this  project, 
the  Commission  certified  an  EIR  on  the  project  dwelling  units 


Information  on  Playland-at-the-Beach  was  supplied  by 
Don  Herron,  Playland  Research  Center,  San  Francisco,  California 
and  by  Niels  Erch,  Committee  to  Save  Ocean  Beach. 
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and  178,000  sq.   ft.  of  commercial  area  in  December  1972  (Re- 
solution No.  6931).     In  June  1973,  final  approval  was  received 
from  the  Coastal  Commission  for  660  dwelling  units  and  151,000 
sq.   ft.  of  commercial  facilities.     This  development  was  never 
pursued  because  of  financial  difficulties.     The  land  presently 
is  owned  by  Independence  Mortgage  Trust,  through  foreclosure 
proceedings  in  February  1977. 

A  number  of  recent  propoals  have  been  considered 
for  the  site.     In  1975,  under  the  Planning  Operations  and 
Marketing  Study,  authorized  by  the  Urban  Mass  Transit  Authority, 
20  sites  were  investigated  for  a  MUNI  storage  and  maintenance 
facility  to  replace  the  Kirkland  Motor  Coach  Division.  The 
Playland  site  was  one  of  five  sites  selected  for  further 
study.     In  April  1978,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  dropped 
consideration  of  this  site  as  a  MUNI  storage  and  maintenance 
facility."^ 

In  early  1978,  the  Asian  Arts  Museum  was  considered 
for  relocation  from  Golden  Gate  Park  to  the  level  portion 
of  the  Playland  site.     The  Asian  Arts  Museum  is  in  the  same 
building  complex  as  the  M.H.  de  Young  Museum.     Both  the  de 
Young  and  Asian  Arts  Museums  are  overcrowded  and  need  additional 
facilities.     Relocations  of  the  Asian  Arts  Museum  would  have 
allowed  the  de  Young  to  expand  into  the  Asian  Arts  building, 
thereby  avoiding  additional  construction  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 
The  proposal  to  relocate  the  Asian  Arts  Museum  to  the  Playland 
site  was  tabled  indefinitely  in  April  1978  by  the  Urban  and 
Consumer  Affairs  Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors . 

On  10  November  1978  President  Carter  signed  the  Omnibus 
Parks  Bill   (S.  791) ,  which  authorizes  acquisition  of  1.9  acres 


San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  resolution 
78-0160,  11  April  1978. 
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of  Parcel  4  for  the  GGNRA.     This  legislation  may  influence 
the  development  of  Parcel  4   (see  Section  VII,  page  153). 

F.     APPROVALS  REQUIRED 

1.     Planning  Code 

On  18  May  1978,  Ocean  Beach  Associates  filed  Conditional 
Use  application  CU78.32  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
to  develop  the  site  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development   (PUD) . 
The  application  was  amended  on  7  September  and  17  October 
1978,  rearranging  the  site  plan.     On  29  March  1979,  as  a 
result  of  discussions  with  Coastal  Commission  staff,  the 
application  was  again  amended  to  show  the  restaurant  and 
some  commercial  space  at  the  corner  of  Cabrillo  and  the  Great 
Highway. 

Pursuant  to  sections  303  and  304  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code,  a  development  must  meet  certain  criteria  before 
a  Conditional  Use  PUD  permit  may  be  granted.     These  criteria 
include  requirements  that  the  development  be  compatible  with 
the  neighborhood  and  not  detrimental  to  the  health,  safety 
and  welfare  of  people  living  or  working  in  the  area  or  injurious 
to  property  in  the  vicinity.     Specific  criteria  for  Planned 
Unit  Developments  include  the  following:     that  the  parcel 
include  an  area  of  at  least  one-half  acre;  that  the  property 
be  either  under  common  ownership  or  the  subject  of  a  single 
application  by  all  owners;  that  the  project  affirmatively 
promote  objectives  and  policies  of  the  City's  Comprehensive 
Plan;  that  the  project  provide  adequate  off-street  parking 
and  open  space  usable  by  project  occupants  and,  where  appropriate, 
by  the  public;  that  the  density  allowed  not  be  equivalent 
to  a  zoning  reclassification;  that  only  neighborhood-oriented 
commercial  uses  be  allowed  in  residentially  zoned  districts; 
and  that  no  exemptions  from  height  limits  be  authorized  other 
than  those  allowed  in  the  Planning  Code. 
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The  conditional  use  application  would  be  the  subject 
of  a  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  after 
certification  of  the  Final  EIR.     The  hearing  would  probably 
be  scheduled  at  the  same  time  as  applications  for  subdivision 
and  the  street  encroachment  (see  below).     If  appealed,  the 
conditional  use  application  would  be  heard  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  also  at  a  public  hearing. 
•  On  7  August  1979  the  project  sponsor  submitted  an  application 

requesting  that  the  RH-2  portions  of  the  site  be  reclassified 
to  RM-1.     This  application  would  be  the  subject  of  a  public 
hearing  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  after  certification 
of  the  Final  EIR.     The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  the  final  authority 
to  amend  the  Zoning  Map  and  would  take  action  either  following 
approval  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  or  following  appeal 
of  disapproval  by  the  Commission.     As  stated  in  City  Planning 
Code  section  302(a),  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may  amend  the 
Code,  including  the  Zoning  Map  'whenever  the  public  necessity, 
convenience  and  general  welfare  require.' 

2 .     Subdivision  Approval 

Prior  to  the  sale  of  the  condominium  units,  it  would 
be  necessary  for  the  project  sponsor  to  obtain  approval  of 
an  application  to  subdivide  the  property  pursuant  to  Section 
1303(c)  of  the  Subdivision  Code,  Chapter  XIII  of  Part  2  of 
the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code.     Such  an  application  must 
be  filed  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  which  refers 
it  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  Bureau  of  Engineer- 
ing, the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Human  Rights 
Commission.     In  the  Case  of  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
a  public  hearing  to  consider  consistency  with  the  Master 
Plan  is  necessary   (Section  1332  of  the  Subdivision  Code) . 
This  application  would  be  considered  at  the  same  time  as 
the  Conditional  Use  application.     Subdivisions  of  50  units 
or  more  require  provision  of  a  minimum  of  10%  low  and  moderate 
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income  housing,  provided  that  the  City  Planning  Commission 
finds  that  public  subsidies  are  available  (Section  1341  of 
San  Francisco  Subdivision  Code) . 
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3 .  Authorization  To  Use  La  Playa  Street  Between  Balboa  and 
Cabrillo  Streets,  and  Cabrillo  Street  Between  La  Playa~ 
and  The  Great  Highway 

The  proposed  development  of  portions  of  La  Playa  and 

Cabrillo  Streets  would  require  authorization  of  a  major  revocable 

encroachment  permit.     Permit  application  would  be  made  to  the 

Department  of  Public  Works.     The  matter  would  then  be  considered 

by  ISCOTT,"''  which  would  address  proposed  use  of  the  street, 

emergency  access,  design  criteria,  and  landscaping  proposals. 

The  application  would  also  be  referred  to  the  Department  of 

City  Planning  for  consideration  of  conformity  with  the  Master 
2 

Plan.      The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  then  hold  a 
public  hearing  and  make  a  reccSmmendation  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  for  final  approval  or  disapproval.    Minor  encroachment 
permits  for  the  kiosks,  and  other  structures  which  may  be 
erected  on  the  street  space,  but  separate  from  the  street 
encroachment  permi.t,  would  also  be  required.     These  latter 
permits  are  dealt  with  as  procedural  matters  within  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  and  would  not  require  a  decision  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

4 .  Authorization  to  Exchange  Portion  of  Parcel  1  for  Portion 
of  Parcel  3  and  to  Reroute  the  Terminal  Loop 

It  is  proposed  to  consolidate  the  existing  MUNI  facilities 
at  the  north  end  of  Parcel  3  on  Balboa  Street  and  at  the  western 
end  of  Cabrillo  Street  into  one  terminal  and  turnaround  facility, 
to  be  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  Parcel  1.     Also  proposed 


Interagency  Staff  Committee  on  Transit  and  Transportation, 
made  up  of  representatives  of  City  Planning,  MUNI,  Traffic, 
Police,  Fire  and  other  affected  departments. 

2 

This  matter  would  be  considered  at  the  same  time  as 
other  applications  requiring  City  Planning  approval. 
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is  the  use  of  air  space  above  the  new  facility  for  game  courts 
and  use  of  subsurface  area  for  parking.     All  of  these  matters, 
including  the  use  of  an  air  space  on  MUNI  land,  would  be 
the  subject  of  staff  reports  to  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
(PUC)   which  would  make  a  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors.    Prior  to  PUC  consideration,  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  and  MUNI ' s  Real  Estate  section  would  consider  the  matter; 
the  former  for  likely  impact  of  traffic,  rights-of-way  and 
design  considerations;  the  latter  for  land  value  and  easement 
considerations.     PUC  may  also  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the 
subject."^    Authorization  to  abandon  the  existing  route  for 
the  38  bus  and  to  create  the  proposed  loop  would  also  be 
necessary.     An  abandonment  of  a  route  requires  authorization 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  would  be  considered  at  the 
same  time  as  the  proposed  change  in  location  and  use  of  the 
turnaround  facility.     The  creation  of  routes  5  and  18  passing 

through  the  turnaround  would  require  action  by  the  PUC  but 

2 

not  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

5 .     Coastal  Commission  Permit 

The  proposed  project  site  is  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  California  Coastal  Act  of  1976.     It  would  therefore 
be  necessary  for  the  project  sponsor  to  obtain  approval  for 
the  development  from  the  Coastal  Commission.     The  North  Central 
Coast  Regional  Commission  would  consider  the  project  at  a 
public  hearing  subsequent  to  consideration  by  the  various 
City  Agencies  described  above.     The  permit  could  include  conditions 


It  is  the  PUC's  normal  practice  to  invite  public  comment 
on  considerations  of  this  type.     Lynn  Pio,  Transit  Environmental 
Coordinator,  MUNI,  telephone  conversation,  20  July  1978. 

2 

Barbara  Brown,  MUNI  Planning  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  27  April  1979. 
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which  would  have  to  be  met.     A  denial  or  approval  could  be 
appealed  to  the  California  State  Coastal  Commission  for  final 
decision. 
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CHAPTER  III 
ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.     LAND  USE 

The  proposed  site  is  in  the  westernmost  part  of  the 
Richmond  District,  a  predominantly  middle-class  neighborhood 
containing  single-family  residences,  interspersed  with  low- 
to  middle-density  apartment  buildings.     The  Richmond  District 
also  has  a  number  of  neighborhood-oriented  businesses,  such 
as  food  and  vegetable  markets,  beauty  salons,  drycleaners, 
and  tailors.     Some  of  these  are  nonconforming  uses. 

The  site  is  vacant,  except  for  remains  of  foundations 
of  the  Playland-at-the-Beach  amusement  park.     It  is  bordered 
on  three  sides  by  public  open  space:     Sutro  Heights  Park 
to  the  north,  the  Great  Highway  and  Ocean  Beach  to  the  west, 
and  Golden  .Gate  Park  to  the  south.     On  the  east  side,  north 
of  Cabrillo,  there  are  single-family  homes  and  apartments. 
South  of  Cabrillo,  there  is  a  Safeway  supermarket  and  its 
parking  lot.     Commercial  uses  also  are  located  northwest 
of  the  site  at  the  Cliff  house. 

The  site  is  zoned  RM-1  (Residential  Mixed  Low  Density) 
district,  RH-2   (Residential,  Two  Family)  district  and  C-1 
(Neighborhood  Shopping)  district  (see  Figure  9,  page  29). 
Parcels  adjacent  to  the  site  are  also  zoned  RM-1  and  RH-2; 
the  Safeway  site  is  zoned  C-2   (Community  Business)  district. 
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B.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 
1 .  Demography 

The  proposed  project  site  is  in  the  westernmost  part 
of  Richmond  District,  Census  Tract   (CT)   479.     The  Census  Tract 
boundaries  are  Golden  Gate  Park  to  the  south,  Lincoln  Park 
and  Ft.  Miley  to  the  north,  38th  Avenue  to  the  east,  and  the 
Pacific  Ocean  on  the  west.     In  1970,  the  area  population  totaled 
8,500,  of  which  6,600   (77%)   were  white  middle-class  residents . 

The  community  surrounding  the  proposed  project  has 
less  ethnic  diversification  than  the  City  as  a  whole  according 
to  1970  Census  data.     The  population  is  slightly  older,  less 
mobile,  and  better  educated;  a  greater  percentage  of  the  resi- 
dents are  married  compared  to  total  City  statistics. 

In  1970,  the  mean  income  of  the  area  was  slightly  higher 
than  the  City  average   ($13,000  compared  to  $12,500),  and  a 
lower  percentage  of  the  population  had  incomes  below  the  poverty 
level  (6%  vs.  10%) . 

Over  half  of  the  area  population  is  employed,  in  com- 
parison to  45%  citywide  employment,  primarily  in  white-collar 
occupations. 


2 .  Housing 

The  proposed  project  is  on  the  western  border  of  a 
primarily  single-family  residential  community.     In  1970  Census 
counts  there  were  about  3,600  units  in  CT  479,  of  which  2,000 
were  one-unit  structures.     Approximately  370  buildings  in 


■'"The  1970  Census  provides  the  most  current  demographic 


information  on  the  community,  although  it  is  eight  years 

out  of  date.     The  City  Planning  Department  has  no  more  recent 

infor-mation.     Observation  of  the  area  reveals  that  the  basic 

demographic  characteristics  may  not  have  changed,  with  the 

exception  of  a  greater  number  of  ethnic  families  moving  to 

the  community  (primarily  Asian) ,  but  this  cannot  be  substantiated 

until  the  1980  census. 

I 
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the  area  had  ten  or  more  units.     At  the  time  of  the  census, 

housing  was  in  good  condition  and  less  than  1%  lacked  some 

plumbing  facilities,  compared  to  the  city  wide  average  of 

8%.     Richmond  District  housing  was  largely  built  in  the  first 

half  of  the  century;  nearly  60%  of  the  total  units  were  constructed 

prior  to  World  War  II.     According  to  the  1970  housing  count, 

only  8%  was  built  after  1960. 

Housing  needs  for  San  Francisco  are  documented  in 
the  Community  Development  Housing  Assistance  Plan,"*"  which 
indicates  a  need  for  some  type  of  housing  assistance  for 
82,456  house-holds.     Without  public  funds,   it  is  unlikely 

that  new  housing  developments  can  provide  low-cost  housing. 

2 

A  report  prepared  for  the  City  by  Gruen  Gruen  +  Associates 
in  1976  states  that  construction  costs  (at  the  time  of  the 
report)   are  high  enough  in  San  Francisco  to  preclude  development 
of  market  housing  that  can  be  offered  for  rent  or  sale  to 
moderate-income  house-holds.     The  report  concludes  that  the 
market  is  not  likely  to  produce  new  housing  for  moderate- 
income  families,  including  the  elderly,  regardless  of  what 

3 

zoning  policy  is  adopted  by  the  City. 

C.     RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE 

The  proposed  project  site  is  bordered  on  three  sides 
by  public  open  space:     Sutro  Heights  Park  to  the  north,  the 


Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  Community 
Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan  for  1978, 
San  Francisco,  November  1977. 

2 

Gruen  Gruen  +  Associates,  Analysis  of  the  Economic 
Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Change  in  San  Francisco  Zoning,  17  Decem- 
ber 1976 

3 

Gruen  Gruen  +  Associates,  Analysis  of  the  Economic 
Im-pacts  of  the  Proposed  Change  m  Zoning,  page  '. 
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Great  Highway  and  Ocean  Beach  to  the  west,  and  Golden  Gate 
Park  to  the  south.     The  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
is  unique  because  of  its  extensive  coastal  resources  and  ready 
availability  to  people  in  adjacent  urban  areas.     Golden  Gate 
Park  offers  cultural  facilities,  landscaped  areas  and  pastoral 
retreats,  as  well  as  a  place  for  active  recreation,  including 
polo,  bicycling,  jogging  and  field  sports.     It  is  estimated 
that  recreation  opportunities  available  in  the  GGNRA  and  Golden 
Gate  Park  are  within  a  maximum  two-hour  drive  from  outlying 
areas  of  the  nine-county  Bay  Area.^ 

1 .     Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  (GGNRA) 

The  GGNRA  extends  into  Marin  County,  north  of  San  Fran- 
cisco.    The  San  Francisco  portion  of  the  34,000-acre  GGNRA 
stretches  from  Fort  Funston,  adjacent  to  southern  City  limits 
at  the  coastline,  continues  north  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge, 
and  proceeds  east  along  the  shoreline  of  San  Francisco  Bay 
to  the  area  of  Fisherman's  Wharf  (see  Figure  2,  page  9,  for 
a  portion  of  the  GGNRA) .    Within  one  mile  of  the  project  site, 
the  GGNRA  contains: 

a.  San  Francisco  Headlands 

The  Headlands  is  comprised  of  rocky  cliffs  and  undevel- 
oped shoreline  areas.     Recreational  activities  in  the 
Headlands  relate  primarily  to  the  land's  association 
with  the  sea.     Trail  systems  provide  opportunities 
for  photography,  hiking,  picnicking,  and  watching  vessels 
pass  through  the  Golden  Gate. 

b.  Cliff  House 

The  Cliff  House  restaurant  is  situated  on  a  rocky  point 
that  defines  the  western  tip  of  the  San  Francisco  portion 


State  of  California,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation; 
Map  Recreation  Travel  Time  Zones  From  San  Francisco  -  Oakland 
and  San  Jose  Metropolitan  Complex,  1975-1980. 
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of  the  GGNRA.     It  provides  panoramic  views  of  the 
Pacific  Ocean,  the  Marin  coastline  to  the  north, 
and  Ocean  Beach  to  the  south.     Six-hundred  feet 
offshore.  Seal  Rock  serves  as  a  resting  place 
for  sea  lions.     The  Cliff  House  and  adjacent 
structures  are  the  main  commercial  development 
in  the  San  Francisco  portion  of  the  GGNRA.  Facilities 
include  three  restaurants,  two  bars,  a  fast-food 
service  facility,  and  two  gift  shops.  Immediately 
to  the  north  are  the  ruins  of  the  old  Sutro  Baths. 
The  Cliff  House  area  attracts  over  1.5  million 
visitors  a  year.^ 

c.  Sutro  Heights  Park 

The  former  home  of  a  San  Francisco  mayor,  Sutro 
Heights  Park  is  located  east  of  the  Cliff  House, 
and  adjoins  the  north  property  line  of  the  proposed 
project  site.     The  park  has  a  combination  of 
trees,  shrubs,  flowers,  and  open  lawn  area  crossed 
by  formal  pathways  accented  with  statuary.  The 
park  is  isolated  from  the  Cliff  House  area  and 
project  site  by  steep  cliffs,  and  offers  solitude 
and  tree-framed  views  of  the  ocean  (see  Section 
III.D,  Visual  Quality,  page  39) . 

d .  Ocean  Beach 

The  narrow,  linear  ocean  frontage  of  Ocean  Beach 
stretches  from  the  Cliff  House  south  to  Fort  Funston. 
The  Great  Highway  defines  the  eastern  boundary 
of  the  beach.     The  north  end  of  Ocean  Beach,  to 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior;  Golden  Gate 
National  Recreation  Area,  Point  Reyes  National  Seashore, 
Assessment  of  Alternatives  for  the  General  Management  Plan, 
May  1977,  page  188. 
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the  west  and  opposite  the  project  site,   is  flat 
and  accessible  to  those  visiting  the  Cliff  House 
area  or  the  western  end  of  Golden  Gate  Park.  The 
beach  opposite  the  project  site  is  defined  by  a 
sea  wall  with  stairs  for  beach  access  and  a  36- 
foot-wide  sidewalk.     This  area  is  called  "The  Esplanade" 
and  is  the  most  heavily  used  area  of  Ocean  Beach 
on  warm,  sunny  days. 

2 .     Golden  Gate  Park 

The  northwest  corner  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  separated 
from  Parcel  2  of  the  project  site  by  Fulton  Street   (Figure  2, 
page  9) .     The  Park  is  a  block  of  land  over  one-half  mile  wide 
and  about  three  and  one-quarter  miles  long,  extending  east 
toward  the  interior  of  San  Francisco.     Because  of  its  size 
and  variety  of  recreational  and  cultural  features.  Golden  Gate 
Park  is  the  City's  major  interior  public  open  space. 

The  western  portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  pastoral 
in  quality.     There  is  open  space  and  enclosure  provided  by 
extensive  plantings  of  trees,  shrubs,  and  lawn  areas.  Vistas 
across  the  rolling  landscape  provide  light  and  shadow,  as  well 
as  color  and  texture  that  vary  with  the  seasons.     Lakes  and 
watercourses  are  adjacent  to  equestrian  and  pedestrian  trails 
and  vehicle  roadways. 

The  Park's  eastern  portions  are  urban  in  character, 
and  incorporate  cultural  and  recreational  facilities,  including 
the  Strybing  Arboretum,  tennis  courts,  a  music  concourse,  the 
de  Young  Museum,  and  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  In 
a  typical  summer,  close  to  three  million  people  visit  the  Academy 
of  Sciences,  and  an  equal  number  visit  the  de  Young  Museum."'" 


Study  Program:     The  Preservation  and  Protection  of  Golden 
Gate  Park,  6  July  1976,  page  3. 
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In  addition,  numerous  private  clubs  and  organizations  maintain 
facilities  within  the  Park,   including  model  clubs,  fishing 
and  equestrian  groups, 

D.     VISUAL  QUALITY 
1 ,     General  Area 

The  project  site  is  an  open  undeveloped  expanse  of 
land,  characterized  by  rubble,  crumbling  foundations,  mounds 
of  excavated  earth,  and  scattered  grass  clumps.     A  chain- 
link  fence  surrounds  major  portions  of  the  site,  preventing 
public  access. 

In  its  present  condition,  the  project  site  visually 
contrasts  with  the  highly  organized  Richmond  District  residen- 
tial area.     The  streets  of  the  District  are  laid  in  a  grid  patter 
with  blocks  of  uniform  size   (Figure  2,  page  9) .     The  District 
consists  mostly  of  rectangular,  wood-frame,  two-story  single- 
family  structures  with  flat  roofs.     There  are  several  apartment 
buildings  extending  to  six  stories.     Sideyards  do  not  exist, 
except  in  isolated  locations,  and  building  setbacks  from  roadways 
are  uniform.     Small  commercial  establishments  are  located  within 
the  residential  framework  of  the  District.     The  exception 
is  the  Safeway  supermarket.     The  store's  brown,  concrete  block 
walls  and  red.  Mansard  roof  appear  out  of  character  with  the 
general  architectural  sytle  of  other  area  structures. 

The  District  is  harmonious  in  its  layout  and  architecture 
giving  a  pleasing  impression  of  form,  color,  and  texture. 
The  scale  of  the  buildings  relates  well  to  the  pedestrian  environ 
ment   (Figure  10,  page  36).     Light  colors,  and  wood  and  stucco 
exteriors  are  predominant.     Yard  maintenance  appears  to  occur 
on  a  regular  basis,  as  front  lots  are  generally  well  kept  and 
clean. 


35 


/  \ 
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Cabrillo  Street,  (view  looking  north;  trees  of 
Sutro  Heights  Park  define  skyline) 

Figure  No.  10 


V 


36 


2.     Views  of  the  Site 

From  the  north,  the  project  site  is  accessible  by  vehicle 
via  Point  Lobes  Avenue.     Proceeding  west  and  then  south  down 
Point  Lobos  Avenue  toward  the  Great  Highway,  Louis'  Restaurant, 
Pronto  Pup,  and  the  Cliff  House  compete  for  visual  attention 
against  the  backdrop  of  the  Pacific  Ocean.     The  steep  topography 
of  Sutro  Heights  Park  becomes  apparent  on  the  left.  Continuing 
downhill,  the  full  length  and  width  of  the  Great  Highway  come 
into  view.     Views  toward  Ocean  Beach  and  the  Pacific  Ocean 
are  unobstructed  after  one  passes  the  Cliff  House. 

Because  the  project  site  encompasses  a  four-block  area 
and  is  in  a  barren  and  roughly  graded  condition,  it  is  a  major 
feature  in  the  field  of  vision  as  one  proceeds  south  from  the 
Cliff  House  area. 

To  approach  the  project  site  from  the  south,  one  must 
travel  along  the  Great  Highway.  The  site  is  not  as  apparent 
when  traveling  north,  because  it  is  at  the  same  elevation  as 
the  Highway.  The  west  border  of  Golden  Gate  Park  is  a  major 
element  in  the  field  of  view  south  of  the  project  area.  The 
north  block  (Parcel  4)  is  the  most  visible  portion  of  the 
site  when  viewed  from  the  Great  Highway.     (Figure  11,  page  38) . 

The  steep,  rocky  slopes  of  Sutro  Heights  Park  are 
visible  to  the  north  beyond  the  project  site.     Because  the 
site  contains  no  view-obscuring  structures,  Sutro  Heights 
Park  is  a  major  feature  in  the  landscape,  and  it  terminates 
the  linear  alignment  of  the  Great  Highway.     Cypress  trees 
grow  on  top  of  the  cliff.     However,  the  continuum  of  topography 
and  green  space  is  broken  by  open  excavations  and  debris 
that  characterize  the  project  site. 

From  Sutro  Heights  Park,  looking  over  the  project 
site,  there  are  expansive  views  of  beach,  ocean,  and  portions 
of  the  Sunset  District,  south  of  Golden  Gate  Park.     Outlying  neigh- 
borhoods and  the  western  portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park  can  be 
seen  as  a  broad  plain,  enhanced  by  occasional  gradual  rises 
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View  northeast  toward  Parcel  4  from  Great 
Highway  near  foot  of  Balboa  Street 

Figure  No.  11 
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and  dips  in  the  landform.     Visible  are  ridgelines  of  coastal 
hills  extending  down  the  Peninsula,  where  fog  and  haze  penetrate 
lower  elevations,  emphasizing  ridgetops.     In  contrast,  the 
width  of  the  Great  Highway  and  the  adjacent  sea  wall  tend  to 
overpower  the  parallel  sand  beach.     The  Safeway  parking  lot 
and  the  large  paved  bus  turnaround  area  on  the  project  site 
contradict  the  organized  expanse  of  residential  structures 
lining  adjacent  streets   (Figure  12,  page  40) . 

Views  to  the  ocean  are  available  from  the  project 
site,  and  increase  in  extent  from  slopes  of  the  north  block 
(Parcel  4)   near  the  base  of  Sutro  Heights  Park. 

E.     TOPOGRAPHY,   GEOLOGY,  AND  SEISMICITY 

1 .  Topography 

Topographically,  the  project  site  can  be  divided  into 
two  parts:     the  flat  areas  of  Parcels  1,  2,  3,  and  4,  and  the 
sloping  cliffs  of  Parcel  4.     The  total  elevation  change  of 
the  site  is  approximately  120  feet  from  Parcels  1,  2,  and  3 
to  the  northern  property  line  on  Parcel  4   (Figure  13,  page  41). 

2 .  Geology 

The  project  site  is  part  of  the  California  Coast  Ranges, 
and  rocks  associated  with  these  mountains  are  present  in  the 
site's  vicinity.     The  steep  cliffs  of  Sutro  Heights  Park  abutting 
the  northern  project  boundary  consist  of  altered  sandstone 
and  shales  from  the  Franciscan  Assemblage.     Severe  fracturing 
of  these  rocks  had  caused  the  cliff  facing  west  towards  the 
Great  Highway  to  erode,  resulting  in  rocks  falling  onto  the 
road.     The  west-facing  slope  has  been  stabilized  by  gunnite^ 


Gunnite  is  a  substance  similar  to  concrete  that  can 
be  sprayed  onto  unstable  slopes. 
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Parcel   1  (view  looking  south  toward 

Cabrillo  Street  and  the  Safeway 
food  store) 

Figure  No.12 
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to  protect  against  future  ravelling.     The  south  slope  facing 
the  project  site  has  not  been  protected. 

The  four  parcels  of  the  project  site  exhibit  different 
geological  conditions.     On  Parcel  A,   the  Franciscan  bedrock 
is  overlain  by  the  Colma  Formation  of  Pleistocene  Age  (two 
million  years  old).     This  formation  is  old  estuarine  and  beach 
deposits  that  are  slightly  cemented  and  cohesive.     The  slope 

stability  of  the  Colma  Formation  is  fair  to  good,   except  for 

1  2 
clay-free  layers.       According  to  borings  taken  on  the  site, 

the  Colma  Formation  on  Parcel  4  is  predominantly  of  sandy  material, 
which  renders  the  slopes  unstable.     The  instability  of  the 
slopes  is  evident  on  the  project  site:     slumping  has  taken 
place,   resulting  in  the  rupture  of  a  concrete  box  culvert  that 
traversed  the  southeast  slopes,  and  severe  gullying  and  down- 
slope  movement  have  occurred,  creating  a  micro-landscape  known 
as  "badlands." 

Overlaying  the  Colma  Formation  on  Parcel  4   is  dune 
sand;   the  sand  has  a  uniform  grain  size  and  is  unconsolidated. 
The  dune  sand  is  resting  on  the  Colma  Formation  at  an  angle 
of  approximately  10  degrees. 

Parcels  2  and  3  have  been  excavated  to  a  depth  of  about 
ten  feet;   the  bottom  consists  of  sand  from  the  Colma  Formation, 
with  the  depth  to  bedrock  about  70  feet.     There  are  some 
piles  of  fill  on  Parcels  2  and  3. 

Parcel  1  has  not  been  excavated,   and  several  piles 
of  fill  have  been  placed  on  the  surface.     The  surface  material 


Schocker ,  J.   "Geology  of  the  San  Francisco  North  Quad- 
rangle, California,"  Geological  Survey  Paper  782,  1974. 

2 

Lee  and  Praszker,  Consulting  Civil  Engineers,  Report 
on  Soil  &  Foundation  Investigations,  Seal  Rock  Development, 
San  Francisco,  California,   6  December  1972. 
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is  approximately  10  feet  of  artificial  fill  overlaying  the 
Colma  Formation.     The  depth  to  bedrock  is  about  80  feet. 

3 .  Seismicity 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  is  one  of  California's  major 

active  seismic  areas.     Three  major  active  fault  zones^  are 

relatively  close  to  San  Francisco.     The  San  Andreas  Fault, 

trending  northwesterly,  is  located  about  two  miles  west  of 

the  project  site   (Figure  14,  page  45).     In  1906,  the  San 

Francisco  earthquake   (estimated  magnitude  8.25  on  the  Richter 

2 

Scale)  caused  extensive  damage  from  liquefaction    and  groundshaking . 
In  April  1979  an  earthquake  occurred  on  the  Fault,  with  epi- 
center near  Burlingame,  of  magnitude  4.2;  no  damage  was  reported 
in  San  Francisco.     It  is  generally  believed  that  forces  continue 
to  accumulate  along  the  Fault,  and  that  movement  can  be  expected 
again  at  some  future  date. 

The  Hayward  Fault,  which  passes  about  20  miles  northeast 
of  the  project  site  at  its  closest  point,  has  not  shown  evidence 
of  linear  displacements  in  recent  times,  but  creep  has  occurred 
at  a  rate  of  one-half  foot  in  the  last  50  years.     The  Calaveras 
Fault,  which  passes  about  30  miles  northeast  of  the  site,  has 
also  shown  evidence  of  creep,  particularly  near  its  southern 
end,  but  no  linear  displacement  has  been  observed  in  recent 
times. 


An  active  fault  is  one  that  has  shown  movement,  as 
evidenced  by  linear  displacement  or  creep,  within  the  past 
11,000  years. 

2 

Liquefaction:     Earthquake-induced  transformation  of 
a  stable  granular  material,  such  as  sand,  into  a  fluid-like 
state,  similar  to  quicksand. 
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Active  Fault  Zones  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area 

Source:  U.S.  Geological  Survey/ Brown,  1970 
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The  inactive    City  College  and  San  Bruno  Faults  are 
located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  but  are  not 
considered  to  pose  seismic  hazards  in  the  project  area. 


4 .  Tsunamis 

Tsunamis  are  long-period  waves  generated  by  earthquakes, 
undersea  landslides,  or  volcanoes;   they  travel  through  the 
open  ocean  at  high  velocities.     During  this  deep-water  propa- 
gation, wave  heights  may  be  no  greater  than  one  or  two  feet 
above  the  ocean  surface.     Upon  reaching  shallower  water  of 
coastal  areas,  the  waves  greatly  increase  in  height,  and  may 

cause  localized  flooding.     In  determining  potential  areas  of 

2 

inundation,   the  predicted  wave  run-up     is  examined.  Tsunami 
prediction  is  still  a  relatively  imprecise  science,  and  state- 
of-the-art  studies  suggest  a  +40%  margin  of  error  on  predictions. 
For  coastal  areas  adjacent  to  the  Great  Highway,  the 

3 

run-up  IS  estimated  to  reach  elevations  of  -3.6  to  -1.6  feet 

for  the  once-in-50-year  event,  -0.6  to  11.4  feet  for  the 

4  5 

once-in-500-year-event .    '        The  elevation  of  the  Great  Highway 


An  inactive  fault  is  one  that  shows  no  evidence  of 
move-ment  within  the  last  two  million  years. 

2 

Run-up:     The  height  above  still-water  level  reached 
by  a  wave  as  it  washes  up  a  shore  or  structure. 

3 

These  negative  elevations  occur  because  the  elevations 
used  in  this  report  are  expressed  as  City  Datum,  not  mean 
sea  level;   0.00  City  Datum  =  8.6  ft.  MSL. 

4 

J.R.  Ritter  and  W.  R.   Dupre,  Map  Showing  areas  of  potential 
Inundation  by  Tsunamis  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  California, 
U.S.  Geological  Survey,  San  Francisco  Bay  Region  Environment 
and  Resources  Planning  Study,  Basic  Data  Contribution  52, 
Menlo  Park,  1972. 

5  "  .  . 

A.  W.   Garcia  and  J.R.  Houston,  Tsunami  Predictions 

for  Monterey  and  San  Francisco  Bays  and  Puget  Sound,  U.S. 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Technical  Report  H  75  17,   1975  (furnishes 

data  for  the  Golden  Gate) . 
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near  the  project  site  is  +22  feet.     If  a  tsunami  should  occur 
during  a  period  of  extreme  high  tide   (eight  feet  or  more  above 
mean  lower  low  water) ,  the  above  mentioned  run-ups  could  be 
increased  by  three  to  five  feet.     This  could  be  considered 
the  once-in-1 , OOO-year  event. 

F.     HYDROLOGY  AND  WATER  QUALITY 
1 .     Surface  Water 

There  are  no  creeks,  lakes,  springs,  or  other  surface 
water  resources  on  the  project  site;  the  site  is  approximately 
400  feet  east  of  the  Pacific  Ocean,  at  elevations  which  range 
from  28.6  feet  to  138.6  feet  City  Datum. 

The  natural  topography  of  the  site  results  in  a  generally 
west  and  southwest  flow  of  surface  runoff  from  rainstorms. 
Demolition  of  the  Playland  structure  has  resulted  in  the  removal 
of  all  impermeable  surface  materials  on  the  site  except  the 
existing  roads.     Based  on  existing  site  topography,  and  the 
lack  of  impermeable  surface  area,  there  would  be  no  surface 
runoff  from  Parcels  2  and  3  under  existing  conditions;  all 
rain  falling  on  these  areas  would  percolate  directly  to  the 
groundwater  table. 

The  surface  sand  on  parcels  1  and  4  is  underlain  by 
the  much  less  permeable  Colma  Formation  and  sandstone  bedrock 
materials.     Precipitation  falling  on  these  parcels  rapidly 
infiltrates  the  permeable  sand,  and  then  flows  laterally  down- 
hill  (westward)    along  either  the  Colma  Formation  or  sandstone 
bedrock  contact.     At  the  base  of  Parcel  4,   this  water  flows 
toward  the  Great  Highway,   and  is  collected  and  discharged  into 
the  combined  sewer-storm  drain  system.     This  rainfall  percolation 
has  resulted  in  extensive  erosion  and  gullying  of  the  exposed 


0.00  City  Datum  =  8.6  ft.   above  mean  sea  level. 
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face  of  the  hill  slope  below  Sutro  Heights  Park.     Strong  winds 
at  the  site  have  also  contributed  to  the  erosion  process. 
For  Parcel  1,  the  water  flows  onto  La  Playa  Street,  where  it 
is  collected  and  enters  the  combined  sewer-storm  drain  system. 

2 .  Groundwater 

Eighteen  soil  borings  made  on  the  site  show  that  ground- 
water buildup  occurs  above  sea  level.     Along  the  west  property 
line,  south  of  Balboa  Street,  the  groundwater  level  is  at  elevations 
of  approximately  14  to  16  feet  City  Datum.     Slight  diurnal 
fluctuations  at  the  site  probably  are  caused  by  the  effects 
of  tidal  waters.     A  variation  appears  in  the  groundwater 
level  along  the  west  property  line,  north  of  Balboa  Street. 
The  highest  recorded  level  in  this  area  has  been  established 
at  approximately  17  feet  City  Datum  MSL. 

G.     VEGETATION  AND  WILDLIFE^ 

The  major  plant  community  on  the  project  site  is  classi- 

3 

fied  as  coastal  strand.       Coastal  strand  is  adapted  to,  and 
influenced  by,  salt  spray,  mist,   fog,  and  blowing  and  drifting 
sand.     Most  of  the  site  vegetation  has  re-invaded  the  area 


Source:     Lee  and  Praszker,  Report  on  Soil  and  Foundations 
Investigations,  Seal  Rock  Development,  San  Francisco,  6  December 
1972. 

2 

This  section  contains  information  summarized  from  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  EE7 ,  Seal  Rock  Development  Company, 
Certified  7  December  1972.     On  file  at  Department  of  City 
Planning,   100  Larkin  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

3 

P. A.  Munz,  A  California  Flora,  Berkeley:     University  of 
California  Press,   1970.     The  coastal  strand  community  is 
found  on  sandy  beaches  and  dunes  scattered  along  the  coast. 
Annual  rain-fall  is  15  to  70  inches,  with  much  fog  and  wind; 
the  growing  season  is  12  months,  and  there  are  small  seasonal 
and  diurnal  fluctuations  in  temperature. 
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since  the  demolition  of  Playland-at-the-Beach .     Native  vege- 
tation on  the  site  includes  such  species  as  dune  grass,  sand 
verbena,  sea  rocket,  bush  lupine,  beach  strawberry,  and  the 
dune  tansy   (see  Figure  15,  page  50),  listed  as  a  "very  rare 
and  endangered  plant"  by  the  California  Native  Plant  Society.'^ 
Exotic   (nonnative)   species  found  on  the  site  include  three 
species  of  iceplant,  a  variety  of  thistles,  yarrow,  curly 
dock,  plume  albizia,  and  blackwood  acacia. 

The  vegetation  on  Parcel  4  is  of  particular  interest 
due  to  interactions  between  the  flat  portion  of  the  parcel, 
the  highly  erosive  bluff,  and  the  relatively  undisturbed 
plant  community  adjacent  to  the  project  area,  commonly  referred 
to  as  the  dune  meadow  (Figure  16,  page  51).     The  flat  portion 
consists  of  vegetation  common  to  Parcels  1,  2,  and  3,  growing 
among  demolition  debris.     The  bluff  face  is  characterized 
by  scattered  distribution  of  vegetation,  with  continuous 
vegetation  covers  of  albizia,  acacia,  grasses,  rushes,  iceplant, 
and  dune  tansies  occurring  where  soil  erosion  is  not  severe. 
Vegetation  on  the  bluff  face  is  sand-stabilizing,  effective 
for  erosion  control,  and  may  reestablish  itself  over  the 
entire  bluff,   if  undisturbed. 

The  dune  meadow  is  a  relatively  flat  sandy  area  above 
the  bluff,  and  lies  to  the  north  and  northeast  of  the  site. 
The  most  common  species  in  the  area  include  the  dune  tansy, 
bush  lupine,   iceplant,  Monterey  cypress  and  albizia.  The 
meadow  is  impacted  by  recreational  users,  whose  trampling 
over  the  area  kills  plants  and  exposes  the  sand  to  further 
erosion.     Trampling  and  climbing  also  easily  uproot  dune 
vegetation . 

The  dune  tansy   (Tanacetum  camphoratum)    is  found  only 
on  Parcel  4  of  the  project  site.     The  bulk  of  the  tansy  populati 
lies  outside  the  site,  on  the  dune  meadow,  and  is  suspected 


W.  Robert  Powell,   Inventory  and  Rare  and  Endangered  Vas- 
cular Plants  of  California,   1974,   revised  1976  and  1977. 
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to  occur  naturally  in  that  location.     An  estimated  200-400 
individuals  occur  on  Parcel  4,  of  which  a  naturally  occurring 
population  of  100-200  individuals  are  on  a  dune  slope  on  the 
southeast  half  of  the  site  and  75-150  are  in  disturbed  locations 
on  the  bluff  face  on  the  northeast  half  of  the  property   (Figure  16, 
page  51).     The  population  is  also  establishing  itself  in  disturbed 
areas  near  the  bottom  of  the  bluff,   in  the  more  flat  areas 
of  the  site.     The  dune  tansy  does  not  occur  in  areas  of  severe 
erosion . 

The  dune  tansy  is  located  on  the  central  California 
coast  in  isolated  areas  from  Santa  Cruz  to  Sonoma  County;  it 
occurs  nowhere  else  in  the  world  naturally.     It  is  rare  by 
virtue  of  the  disappearance  of  the  specialized  habitat  which 
it  favors.     Of  the  six  potential  sites  identified  in  San  Francisco, 
staff  of  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation  only  located 
four  where  the  dune  tansy  occurred.     The  populations  at  Sunset 
Heights  Park  and  Grand  View  Park  are  marginal   (under  100  individ- 
uals apiece)   and  occur  in  their  natural  habitat.     The  populations 
at  Sutro  Baths  and  Sutro  Heights  Park  are  largest  of  the 
four  sites  and  appear  to  be  in  healty  condition.     The  dune  tansy 
is  not  included  in  the  List  of  California  rare  plants  designated 
by  the  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Agency   (Cal.     Admin.  Code 
Title  14,  Section  670.2). 

The  northern  parcel  is  the  only  portion  of  the  proposed 
project  site  that  contains  natural  wildlife  habitats.     Parcels  1, 
2,  and  3  are  frequented  by  scavenging  birds  and  animals  (gulls 
and  rats) ,  usually  associated  with  vacant  lots  in  the  City. 

Insects  comprise  the  major  faunal  components  found 
in  the  dune  meadow.     Few  mammals  live  in  the  meadow,  because 


Endangered  Plant  Locations  in  San  Francisco,   San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,   and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Golden  Gate  Heights  Residential  Development,   3  July  1975, 
Department  of  City  Planning,  EE  74.72. 
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because  the  dune  sand  makes  burrowing  difficult.     There  are 
probably  incursions  of  rodents  from  the  adjacent  Park  searching 
for  food.     The  meadow  is  visited  by  many  species  of  birds, 
including  gulls,  swallows,  a  variety  of  sparrows,  wren-tit, 
and  robin. 


H.     CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  Playland-at-the-Beach  amusement  park  which  was 
formerly  located  on  the  project  site  was  completely  demolished 
in  1973.     With  the  exception  of  a  retaining  wall  on  Parcel  4, 
no  structures  from  the  project  exist  on  the  site  today. 

There  are  no  known  archaeological  resources  on  the 

project  site,  and  a  reconnaissance  revealed  no  visible  evidence 

1  2 
of  the  presence  of  archaeological  remains.       However,  records 

indicate  the  existence  of  a  known  complex  of  archaeological 

sites  at  Point  Lobos ,  approximately  .3  miles  to  the  north 

of  the  site.     These  sites  were  designated  on  the  National 

Register  of  Historic  Places  in  November  1976. 


I .  TRANSPORTATION 

1 .     General  Accessibility 

As  the  proposed  project  site  is  bounded  on  the  west 
by  the  Pacific  Ocean,  access  is  possible  only  from  the  north, 
east  and  south.     Figure  17,  page  54),  shows  the  general  acces- 
sibility of  the  project  site  for  both  roadways  and  transit  routes. 


Letter  to  EIP  from  David  Chavez,  Consulting  Archaeologist, 
19  October  1978. 

2 

Roger  E.  Kelly,   "Archaeological  Resources  of  Golden 
Gate  National  Recreation  Area,"  National  Park  Service,  1976. 
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Figure  No.17 


Principal  roadway  access  is  provided  by  the  Great  High- 
way,  to  the  west  of  the  site,   and  Fulton  Street,   to  the  south 
of  the  site.     The  Great  Highway  is  a  limited  access  road  that 
runs  adjacent  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  site  and  continues 
in  a  southerly  direction,  paralleling  the  shoreline  past  Golden 
Gate  Park  and  the  Sunset  District  to  Lake  Merced.     To  the  north, 
the  road  continues  as  Point  Lobos  Avenue,   around  Sutro  Heights 
Park,  before  heading  east  to  join  Geary  Boulevard.  Fulton 
Street,  at  the  southern  margin  of  the  project  site,   is  the 
principal  access  roadway  to  the  east,  running  along  the  northern 
edge  of  Golden  Gate  Park. 

Transit  access  is  provided  by  MUNI,  which  operates 
three  bus  routes   (the  5  Fulton,  18  Sloat  and  38  Geary)    in  the 
area,  two  of  which   (the  5  and  38)    terminate  at  La  Playa  Street. 

2 .  Traffic 

The  Great  Highway  and  Point  Lobos  Avenue  are  recreational 

streets,"^  as  classified  by  the  Transportation  element  of  the 

2 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.  The 

Great  Highway  north  of  Lincoln  Way  is  comprised  of  three  lanes 

in  each  direction,   separated  by  a  parking  area  in  the  center 

of  the  road.     Between  Balboa  and  Fulton  Streets,  traffic 

volumes  in  July  1978  during  the  evening  peak   (4:30  p.m.   -  5:30  p.m 


Defined  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  adopted  by  Resolution  6834  of  the  San  Francisco  City 
Planning  Commission,  27  April  1972   (page  19)   as  "a  special 
category  of  street,  whose  major  function  is  to  provide  for 
slow  pleasure  drive,  cyclist  and  pedestrian  use  .    .  " 

2 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  adopted 
by  Resolution  6834  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission, 
27  April  1972. 
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were  1,330  vehicles,     about  9%  of  the  estimated  average  daily 
traffic   (ADT)   of  14,700  vehicles.     South  of  Fulton  Street, 
ADT  on  the  Great  Highway  is  an  estimated  20,000  vehicles, 
with  about  13%,  or  an  estimated  2,530  vehicles,  traveling 
during  the  evening  peak  hour. 

Existing  traffic  volumes  for  ADT  and  the  evening 
peak  hour  for  roads  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project 
site  are  shown  in  Figure  18   (page  57) . 

Point  Lobos  Avenue  is  a  4-lane  road,   2  lanes  in  each 
direction,  with  parking  on  the  west  side.     Evening  peak  hour 
volumes  in  July  1978  were  1,345  vehicles,  or  about  9%  of 
the  estimated  14,900  ADT. 

2 

Fulton  Street  is  an  undivided  major  thoroughfare 

3 

and  transit  preferential  street    of  two  lanes  in  each  direction. 

Evening  peak  hour  in  July  1978  was  about  1,130  vehicles  between 

La  Playa  Street  and  the  Great  Highway,  about  13%  of  the  estimated 

4 

8,700  ADT.     The  traffic  levels  of  service    during  the  evening 
peak  hour  are  estimated  at  level  of  service  A  on  the  Great 
Highway  and  level  of  service  B  on  Fulton  Street. 

Balboa  Street  and  Cabrillo  Street  are  both  2-lane  roads. 
Balboa  Street  intersects  with  the  Great  Highway,  while  Cabrillo 
Street  terminates  at  La  Playa.     While  the  Great  Highway  and 
Fulton  Street  function  as  routes  for  through  traffic,  Balboa 


Appendix  A,  page  185,  details  sources  of  traffic  information. 

2 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Comprehensive 
Plan;     Transportation.     Defined  as  a  "crosstown  thoroughfare 
whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  City  ..." 
(page  19) . 

3 

Defined  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan  as  "an  important 
street  for  transit  operations  where  interference  with  transit 
vehicles  by  other  traffic  should  be  minimized." 

^See  Appendix  A,  page  198,  for  definitions  of  levels 
of  service. 
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Figure  No.18 


and  Cabrillo  Streets  serve  more  as  local  access/distributor 
roads  to  the  residential  and  commercial"'"  land  uses  in  the 
area. 

In  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  site, 

evening  peak  hour  traffic  levels  in  July  1978  were  212  vehicles 

on  Balboa  Street  between  Great  Highway  and  La  Playa,  and  77 

vehicles  on  Cabrillo  Street  between  La  Playa  and  48th  Avenue. 

Corresponding  average  daily  traffic  on  these  streets  is  estimated 

2 

at  1,800  and  650  vehicles,  respectively.       Evening  peak  hour 
traffic  volumes  in  July  1978  on  La  Playa  Street  were  112  vehicles 
between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  and  171  vehicles  on  La  Playa  at 
Fulton.     Corresponding  ADT  at  these  locations  are  estimated 
at  950  and  1,450  vehicles.     Volumes  east  of  the  project  site 
are  higher  and  are  shown  in  Figure  18,  page  57). 

The  north-south  roads  of  La  Playa  Street,  47th  and 
48th  Avenues,  also  serve  primarily  as  local  access/distribu- 
tor roads.     La  Playa  and  48th  Avenue  extend  only  as  far  as 
Balboa  Street  to  the  north  and  Fulton  Street  to  the  south. 
Forty-Seventh  Avenue  is  the  most  westerly  direct  connection 
between  Geary  Boulevard  and  Point  Lobos  Avenue  in  the  north, 
and  Fulton  Street  in  the  south.     Between  the  Great  Highway 
and  43rd  Avenue,  47th  Avenue  is  the  only  north-south  street 
with  a  direct  connection  across  Golden  Gate  Park  to  the  south. 

Traffic  data  available  for  January  1977  indicate  that 
Sunday  peak  hour  traffic   (3  p.m.  -  4  p.m.)    is  about  20%  higher 
than  weekday  evening  peak  hour  traffic  on  Fulton  Street,  and 


The  Safeway  supermarket  located  in  the  block  bounded 
by  La  Playa,  Cabrillo,  48th  Avenue  and  Fulton. 

2 

ADT  on  all  local  access/distributor  roads  was  estimated 
assuming  evening  peak  hour  traffic  constitutes  12%  of  ADT. 
This  is  higher  than  the  9%  observed  on  Point  Lobos  and  the 
Great  Highway  due  to  the  lower  proportions  of  through  and 
rec-reational  traffic  on  the  local  distributor  roads. 
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about  80%  higher  on  the  Great  Highway.  The  same  data  indicate 
ADT  on  a  Sunday  is  about  24%  higher  than  weekday  ADT  on  Fulton 
Street,  and  about  47%  higher  on  the  Great  Highway. 

3 .     Park  ing 

Parking  demand  in  the  area  may  be  classified  into 
three  types  relating  to  the  three  principal  land  uses:  recreational, 
commercial,  and  residential.     Parking  for  recreational  trips 
occurs  on  the  Great  Highway,  and  about  500  free  public  parking 
spaces  are  provided  in  the  center  and  on  the  east  side  of 
the  road,  adjacent  to  the  proposed  site.     Parking  is  prohibited 
throughout  the  day  and  night  on  the  west  side  of  the  Great 
Highway. 

A  private  parking  lot  surrounds  the  Safeway  supermarket 
located  in  the  block  bounded  by  La  Playa,  Cabrillo  and  Fulton 
Streets  and  48th  Avenue.  This  lot  is  used  by  Safeway  customers 
and  has  two  entrances/exits  onto  each  of  the  surrounding 
roads . 

The  remaining  parking  in  the  area  is  on-street  resi- 
dential parking  on  Balboa  Street  and  48th  Avenue. 

On-street  parking  demand  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  site  is  low.     On  the  day  traffic  counts  were 
conducted   (a  Thursday)   use  of  parking  spaces  on  the  Great 
Highway  was  estimated  at  15-20%  between  4  p.m.  -  6  p.m. 
On  Balboa  Street,  between  the  Great  Highway  and  La  Playa, 
and  on  the  full  length  of  La  Playa  Street,  only  an  occasional 
parked  car  was  observed  during  the  same  period.     The  land 
adjacent  to  these  street  sections  is  currently  undeveloped, 
with  the  exception  of  the  Safeway  store,  which  accounts  for 
the  levels  of  parking  on  these  local  roads. 

On  the  developed  streets  to  the  east  of  the  project 
site,  e.g.,  48th  Avenue,  parking  levels  are  higher  due  to 
residential  on-street  parking. 
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Parking  on  the  Great  Highway,  because  related  to  recre- 
ational trips,   is  generally  higher  on  weekends  than  during 
the  week.     Overall  parking  levels  on  the  Great  Highway  vary, 
however,  with  the  weather  conditions.     Local  site  visits  by 
the  traffic  consultant^  indicated  weekend  parking  to  be  at 
about  20-30%  occupancy,  although  the  weather  on  both  visits 
was  overcast.     On  bright,  sunny  days  it  is  expected  that  parking 
levels  would  be  considerably  higher. 

4 .  Transit 

MUNI  operates  three  bus  routes  in  the  area,  two  routes 
of  which  terminate  at  La  Playa  Street.     These  routes,  and  the 
locations  of  the  bus  turnarounds,  are  shown  in  Figure  17,  page  54. 

The  turnarond  at  Balboa  and  La  Playa  is  used  by  the 
5  Fulton  which  MUNI  operates  with  electric  trolley  vehicles. 
This  route  runs  along  La  Playa  Street  from  the  terminus  at 
Balboa  and  east  along  Fulton  Street  to  an  eventual  destination 
in  downtown  San  Francisco.     The  38  Geary  operates  diesel 
motor-coaches,  using  the  turnaround  facility  at  the  end  of 
Cabrillo  Street.     The  route  follows  Cabrillo  Street,  45th 
Avenue,  Balboa  Street,  and  31st  Avenue  before  joining  Geary 
Boulevard  and  continuing  to  downtown  San  Francisco.  Limited 
stop  and  express  service  is  operated  during  the  evening  peak 
period.     The  third  route  serving  the  proposed  project  area, 
the  18  Sloat,   is  a  crosstown  route  running  from  Stonestown 
in  the  south  to  Point  Lobos  Avenue  and  48th  Avenue  north. 

Table  2  summarizes  the  principal  features  of  MUNI  transit 
service  in  the  area,   including  service  frequencies  and  evening 
peak  period  load  factors.     With  the  exception  of  the  38  Limited/ 
Express  Service,  the  bus  lines  serving  the  proposed  project 


August  1978  and  May  1979. 
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site  have  average  evening  peak-hour  load  factors   (at  the  maximum 
load  points)   below  the  MUNI  standard  of  1 . 5 . For  the  38  Geary, 
while  the  load  factor  for  all  vehicles  at  the  maximum  load 
point  is  1.42,   the  average  load  factor  for  Limited/Express 
service  is  1.52,   i.e.,  essentially  at  the  MUNI  p.m.  peak-period 
standard.     During  the  p.m.  peak  period  it  is  this  service  that 
extends  to  the  project,  as  local  Route  38  service  terminates 
at  either  Funston  or  33rd  Avenue.     In  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site  all  routes  operate  with  surplus  capacity  during  the  evening 
peak  period,  as  indicated  by  the  load  factors  shown  in  Table  2. 

MUNI  also  operates  night   (OWL)   services  on  the  5  and 
38  bus  lines.     These  services  run  between  about  1  a.m.  and 
5  a.m.,  the  5  on  an  hourly  headway  and  the  38  on  an  half-hourly 
headway . 

MUNI  bus  stops  are  currently  located  on  La  Playa  at 
both  Fulton  and  Cabrillo   (in  both  directions),  on  Balboa  west 
of  La  Playa   (westbound  only)   and  on  Cabrillo  between  La  Playa 
and  48th  Avenue   (eastbound  only) . 

5 .     Other  Modes 

Bicycle  and  pedestrian  activity  in  the  area  is  low 
and  there  are  no  special  bicycle  facilities.     Pedestrian  activity 
is  principally  on  the  Great  Highway  as  people  walk  from  parked 
cars  to  the  beach  and  along  the  promenade,  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Safeway  supermarket  as  La  Playa/Cabr illo .  Pedestrian 
and  bicycle  activity  on  the  Great  Highway  is  also  dependent 
on  weather  conditions  due  to  its  predominantly  recreational 
nature . 


Load  factors  provide  an  indication  of  passenger  comfort,  and 
are  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  passengers  on-board  a  vehicle  to 
the  number  of  passenger  seats  available  on  the  vehicle.     The  maxi- 
mum standard  for  trolley  and  diesel  coaches  in  peak  periods  is 
considered  by  MUNI  to  be  1.5   (San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway, 
Five-Year  Plan:     1979-1984) . 
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Pedestrian  crosswalks  are  provided  on  the  Great  Highway 
at  Fulton,  Balboa,  and  opposite  the  Cabrillo  Street  MUNI  turn- 
around.    Crosswalks  are  also  provided  at  the  intersections 
of  Cabrillo  and  La  Playa,  Cabrillo  and  48th  Avenue,  across 
Fulton  Street  at  the  Great  Highway,  La  Playa  Street  and  48th 
Avenue,  and  across  Balboa  Street  at  the  Great  Highway. 

J.     CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
1 .  Climate 

The  site  experiences  a  general  Mediterranean  climate 
typical  of  central  California  coast  areas.     Table  3  shows 
the  climatic  conditions  for  downtown  San  Francisco.  Compared 
to  downtown  areas,  climatic  conditions  at  the  site  are  considerably 
more  severe,  particularly  during  the  summer  months. 

Temperatures  shown  in  Table  3  are  generally  moderate, 
with  extremes  muted  by  the  nearness  of  the  ocean.     Both  seasonal 
and  diurnal  variations  in  temperature  are  small.     The  temperatures 
at  Ocean  Beach  are  5°  -8*^  cooler  than  the  downtown  area. 
This  is  due  to  the  heat  island  impact  in  the  downtown  area 
and  the  distance  of  the  downtown  area  from  the  ocean. 

Precipitation  data  indicates  that  90%  of  the  annual 
rainfall  occurs  between  November  and  April.     Although  the  summer 
months  seldom  have  rainfall,  moisture  is  still  available  to  plants 
during  this  period  in  the  form  of  fog  drip.     As  the  fog  is 
carried  onto  the  land  by  the  prevailing  westerly  winds,   small  fog 
droplets  are  captured  on  plant  leaf  surfaces.     The  availability  of 
this  moisture  source  relieves  much  of  the  drought  stress  induced 
by  the  lack  of  rainfall.     Most  native  plants  along  the  Central 
California  Coast   (as  well  as  successful  introduced  plants) 
are  well  adapted  to  take  advantage  of  this  moisture. 

The  winds  along  the  San  Francisco  Coast  are  persistent 
from  the  westerly  quadrant.     Average  wind  speeds  are  fairly 
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high,  with  afternoon  gusts  commonly  reaching  the  20  mph  range. 
Wind  plays  an  important  role  in  the  comfort  of  this  site 
and  for  the  plant  communities  in  the  surrounding  area. 

Percentage  of  possible  sunshine  for  downtown  San  Fran- 
cisco is  shown  in  Table  3.     During  fall,  winter  and  spring, 
the  site  receives  the  same  percentage  of  sunshine  as  downtown. 
This  occurs  because  weather  patterns  are  dominated  by  large 
scale  weather  systems;  microclimate  variations  are  less  important 
However,  during  summer  months  a  definite  local  fog  pattern 
develops,  and  the  coas.tal  areas  receive  about  25%  less  solar 
radiation  than  downtown  San  Francisco. 

2 .     Air  Quality 

San  Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  best  in  the 
Bay  Area.     A  general  description  of  the  City's  air  quality  can 
be  found  in  a  previous  EIR  for  a  San  Francisco  project."^ 

The  factors  which  result  in  generally  good  air  quality 
in  San  Francisco  are  particularly  important  in  determining  air 
quality  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.     The  site  is 
located  adjacent  to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  the  winds  are  predom- 
inantly from  the  west  all  year.     Consequently,  there  are  no 
"upwind"  pollution  sources;   the  only  air  pollutant  emissions 
would  result  from  sources  in  the  immedate  vicinity  of  the  project 
site.     The  overall  project  area  currently  experiences  excellent 
air  quality.     Localized  high  levels  of  carbon  monoxide  can  occur 
along  major  traffic  routes,  particularly  when  traffic  congestion 
deelops  and  meteorological  conditions  prevent  pollutant  dispersal 
Predictions  of  existing  roadside  CO  level  along  the  Great 
Highway,  assuming  adverse  meteorological  conditions,  are 
shown  in  Section  IV. J.,  Table  5,  page  115. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City 
Planning.     Neiman-Marcus  Department  Store  Final  EIR,  EE  77.257, 
December  1978,  pp.  42-43. 
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These  data  indicate  that,  even  under  adverse  conditions, 

local  air  pollutant  levels  are  below  state  and  federal  standards. 


K.  NOISE 

The  project  site  is  affected  by  noise  from  vehicular 
traffic  and  surf  noise  from  Ocean  Beach.     The  traffic  noise 
is  caused  by  automobiles  and  buses  travelling  on  local  streets 
and  the  Great  Highway. 

Noise  measurements  were  conducted  at  four  locations 
both  in  and  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  11-13  January 
1977,  and  4-7  August  1978.     The  noise  data  at  each  location 
were  recorded  in  three  15-minute  periods  throughout  the  day.^ 
A  summary  of  measured  noise  data  is  shown  in  Table  4,  along 
with  short  descriptions  of  the  measurement  locations.  These 
locations  are  shown  on  Figure  19,  page  68. 

The  dominant  noise  sources  affecting  the  project  site 

are:     diesel-powered  General  Motors  Corporation  (GMC)  buses 
2 

(84  dBA  at  30  feet) ;  diesel-powered  American  Motors  Corporation 
(AMC)   buses   (71  dBA  at  30  feet) ;  and  Flyer  electric  trolley 


The  day  was  divided  into  three  parts,  each  of  which 
represents  a  significant  difference  in  human  activity:  rush 
hours   (0700  -  0900  and  1600  -  1900  hours) ;  midday   (0900  - 
1600  hours) ;  and  night   (2200  -  0700  hours) . 

2 

The  decibel   (dB) ,  as  used  in  this  report,   is  the  unit 
of  sound  level  referenced  to  the  sound  pressure  corresponding 
to  the  threshold  of  hearing.     The  dBA  (A-weighted  decibel) 
accounts  for  the  way  the  human  ear  responds  to  sounds  of 
different  frequencies.     The  L,     (day-night  equivalent  sound 
level)    is  a  24-hour  average  wi?h  10  dBA  added  to  sound  levels 
measured  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.   to  account  for  people's 
heightened  sensitivity  to  noise  at  night.     The  L^^Qf  ^50' 
and  Lqq  represent  the  A-weighted  sound  levels  exceedea  10%, 
50%,  and  90%  of  the  measurement  period,  respectively.  Refer 
to  Appendix  B  for  a  discussion  of  the  fundamental  concepts 
of  environmental  noise. 
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TABLE  4 

Existing  Noise  Levels  in  dBA 


Measurement  Time  ^  ^ 

Location  Period  90        ^50        ^10  eq 


1. 

Northeast  corner 

midday 

54 

59 

68 

65 

Cabrillo  &  La  Plava 

rush 

55 

59 

70 

64 

night 

52 

54 

61 

61 

2. 

On  Great  Highway 

midday 

57 

63 

69 

67 

between  Balboa  & 

rush 

61 

67 

72 

69 

Cabrillo 

night 

56 

58 

64 

61 

3. 

On  Balboa  between 

midday 

54 

57 

66 

62 

La  Playa  and  48th 

rush 

59 

64 

71 

68 

Avenue 

night 

53 

55 

61 

63 

4. 

On  48th  Avenue 

midday 

—  not 

available 

at  Fulton 

rush 

51 

57 

64 

night 

51 

52 

56 

*The  L^Q,  •^50'  ^90  ^"^^  statistical  descriptors  indicating  the 

noise  levels  which  were  exceeded  10,   50  and  90  percent  of  the  time 
period,  respectively.     The  L^g  is  the  equivalent  sound  level  and  is 
an  alternative  method  for  describing  the  average  noise  level. 
See  Appendix  B  for  additional  information. 
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coach  buses   (70  dBA  at  30  feet) .     Vehicular  traffic  noise 
from  the  Great  Highway  is  primarily  caused  by  automobiles 
but  the  noise  levels  of  several  noisy  buses  and  trucks  exceeded 
the  average  noise  level  by  15-25  dBA.     When  the  traffic  noise 
tempo-rarily  abates,  the  surf  noise  prevents  the  noise  levels 
from  decreasing  below  50-60  dBA. 

L.     COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

The  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Management  Program  is 
responsible  for  sewage  collection  and  treatment  in  the  City 
of  San  Francisco.     The  Richmond-Sunset  treatment  plan,  located 
in  the  southwest  corner  of  Golden  Gate  Park,  processes  waste- 
water from  the  area  of  the  proposed  development.     Treated  waste- 
water is  discharged  through  the  Mile  Rock  outfall  near  Lands  End. 
The  treatment  plant  is  not  large  enough  to  treat  the  combined 
sanitary  flows  and  rainwater  runoff  that  flow  in  the  San  Francisco 
sewers  during  wet  weather.     When  it  rains,  untreated  sewage  is 
overflowed  onto  Ocean  Beach  at  Lincoln  Way  and  Vicente  outfalls. 
A  new  treatment  plant  is  being  proposed  that  would  have  a  larger 
capacity.     This  Southwest  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  is 
planned  to  be  south  of  the  zoo. 

The  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Program  also  includes 
proposals  for  transport/storage  sewers  on  the  west  side  of  the 
City  to  temporarily  store  flows  in  excess  of  the  new  plant 
capacity  and  gradually  release  them  as  capacity  becomes  available. 
The  West  Side  Project  is  proposed  for  under  the  Upper  Great 
Highway  south  of  Fulton.     The  Richmond  Transport  Project 
would  link  to  the  West  Side  Project  and  would  serve  the  northwest 
portion  of  the  City.     If  approved,  construction  of  the  Richmond 
Transport  Project  could  affect  design  and/or  construction 
of  the  proposed  Ocean  Beach  Park  Estates  project.     The  status 
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of  both  the  West  Side  Transport  and  the  Richmond  Transport 
project  was  unresolved  as  of  May  1979,  pending  review  by  the 
State  Coastal  Commission. 

Solid  waste  service  to  the  site  is  provided  by  Sunset 
Scavenger  Corporation.     Solid  wastes  are  disposed  of  in  a  sanitary 
landfill  in  Mountain  View.     This  landfill  has  a  life  expectancy 
of  about  10  years   (1987) .     The  city  is  studying  alternative 
disposal  methods. 

Three  public  schools  serve  the  project  area.  Lafayette 
Elementary  School  at  4545  Anza  Street  takes  children  from  kinder- 
garten to  fifth  grade.     The  school  had  a  May  1978  enrollment 
of  642  students.     Presidio  Middle  School,  450  -  30th  Avenue, 
serves  grades  6  through  8.     May  1978  enrollment  was  1,038. 
George  Washington  High  School,  600  -  32nd  Avenue,  serves  grades 
nine  through  twelve.     May  1978  enrollment  was  2,231. 


M.  ECONOMICS 

The  land  on  which  the  proposed  project  would  be  construc- 
ted is  currently  vacant  with  no  improvements.     It  is  assessed 
for  residential  use  currently  at  $1,006,000,  and,  as  such  gen- 
erates property  taxes  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
The  amount  of  property  tax  for  the  year  1978-1979  was  $37,431. 

No  taxes  were  paid  on  the  property  from  1973-1977 
and  approximately  $475,000  in  delinquent  taxes  are  being 
paid  in  installments  over  the  next  five  years.''" 


■''City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Tax  Collector's  Office, 


July  1978. 


70 


CHAPTER  IV 
IMPACTS 

A.     LAND  USE 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  development 
of  one  of  the  few  large,  vacant,  resident ially  zoned  sites 
remaining  within  the  City. 

The  project  would  also  result  in  the  long-term  commit- 
ment to  urban  use  in  multiple  private  ownership  of  a  site 
associated  in  the  minds  of  many  San  Franciscans  with  the 
Playland-at-the-Beach  amusement  park.     While  the  public  would 
still  enjoy  access  to,  and  use  of,  the  commercial  areas  of 
the  site,  the  situation  would  be  different  from  the  public- 
oriented  recreational  land  use  of  the  past. 

In  evaluating  the  land  use  impacts  of  the  project, 
the  plans  of  various  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies  must 
be  considered,  including: 

1.  Planning  Code  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

2.  Coastal  Commission  guidelines 

3.  Local  Coastal  Plan  of  San  Francisco 

4.  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan 

5.  San  Francisco  Subdivision  Code 

6.  Land  acquisition  by  GGNRA 

7.  Richmond  Transport  Project  of  San  Francisco 

8.  ABAC  Regional  Plan 

1 .     Planning  Code 

The  site  is  within  C-1   (Neighborhood  Shopping) ,  RM-1 
(Mixed  Residential  Low  Density),  and  RH-2   (House,   Two  Family) 

■^Gary  Craft,  Comprehensive  Planning  Section,  Department 
of  City  Planning,   telephone  conversation,   3  October  1978. 


71 


districts.     (See  Figure  9,  page  29.)     The  project  sponsor 
has  filed  an  application  for  553  condominium  units,  20  senior 
citizen  rental  units,  and  63  low  and  moderate  income  family 
rental  units  for  a  total  of  636  units  on  the  site.  This 
density  is  greater  than  the  450  units  which  would  be  permitted 
if  site  development  occurred  on  a  lot-by-lot  basis.  However, 
if  a  conditional  use  for  a  PUD  is  approved,  a  greater  number 
of  units  would  be  allowed,  based  on  provisions  of  the  Planning 
Code.     The  effect  of  the  Planning  Code  is  that  the  density 
limits  of  the  RH-2  zone  and  of  the  project  area  as  a  whole 
are  the  two  controlling  factors  for  the  maximum  number  of 
units  allowed."^    Preliminary  calcualtions  indicate  that  the 
total  number  of  units  proposed  would  exceed  the  maximum  allowed 
in  the  PUD  by  2  and  the  number  of  units  in  the  RH-2  zone 
would  exceed  the  maximum  possible  by  about  45.  Therefore, 
project  sponsor  has  applied  for  rezoning  of  the  RH-2  portions 
of  the  site  to  RM-1  to  allow  the  greater  density. 

2 .     Coastal  Commission  Guidelines 

2 

The  Interpretive  Permit  Guidelines    of  the  North  Central 
Coast  Regional  Commission,  a  division  of  the  California  Coastal 
Commission,  are  relevant  to  the  project.     The  recommended  guide- 
lines state: 

"Development  of   (the  Playland  at  the  Beach)  site 
should  be  based  on  a  master  plan  which  incorporates 
coastal-related  uses  and  facilities  into  the  overall 
project. 


Letter  from  Robert  Passmore  to  T.K.  Kutay,   17  April 

1979. 

2 

The  Guidelines  were  adopted  in  1978  by  both  the  Regional 
and  State  Commissions.     The  quote  is  from  subsequent  additions 
adopted  by  the  Regional  Commission  in  March  1979.     They  represent 
standards  by  which  the  Coastal  Commission  would  evaluate 
Coastal  permit  applications,  such  as  for  the  proposed  project. 
They  are  intended  to  be  used  until  completion  and  certification 
of  Local  Coastal  Programs  in  each  California  County. 
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Such  uses  should  include  recreational  and/or  other 
visitor-serving  facilities  such  as  restaurants  oriented 
to  ocean  views.     Housing  development  may  also  be  appro- 
priate if  significant  opportunities  are  provided  for 
low  and  moderate  income  households  and  if  sufficient 
off-street  parking  is  provided  to  accommodate  residents 
and  their  guests  .   .  . 

"A  common  coastal  issue   (in  the  Richmond/Sunset  Districts) 
is  the  provision,  where  possible,  of  low  and  moderate 
income  housing  opportunities.     Both  single  family  and 
multi-family  developments  have  been  found  consistent 
with  this  objective,   resulting  in  an  acceptable  mix 
of  housing  types.     Where  development  proposals  consist 
of  four  units  or  more,   the  project  should  contain  specific 
programs  which  assure  the  provision  and  maintenance 
of  low  and  moderate  income  housing.     Such  programs 
might  include  a  formal  agreement  with  the  local  housing 
authority  for  the  administration  of  the  low/moderate 
unit(s)  ..." 

These  guidelines  expand  on  the  policies  in  the  Coastal 
Act.     The  Coastal  Commission  would  also  address  the  question 
of  the  project's  relationship  to  the  applicable  criteria  of 
the  California  Coastal  Act  of  1976,   i.e.,  the  safeguarding 
of  access  to  the  coastline   (Sections  20310,   30211,   30212,  30252 
of  the  Act) ,  providing  recreational  and  housing  opportunities 
(Sections  30213,   30221,   30222),  protecting  areas  of  special 
biological  or  economic  significance   (Section  30231)  ,  and 
providing  new  development  in  areas  contiguous  with  established 
environmental  goals  such  as  minimization  of  energy  consumption 
(Section  30252,   30253) . 

The  proposed  project  would  contain  some  commercial 
facilities,   including  restaurants,  which  would  be  available 
to  the  public.     It  also  would  contain  recreational  facilities 
available  to  recreational  club  members  from  within  the  development 
and  from  the  Richmond,   thus  meeting  the  intent  of  the  guideline 
to  incorprate  on-site  coastal-related  uses  and  facilities. 
Approximately  1,000  families  are  expected  to  be  members  of 
the  club,   about  half  of  whom  would  be  project  residents  and 
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half  would  be  from  the  surrounding  community.       The  only 
low  and  moderate  income  housing  units  proposed  are  the  20 
senior  citizen  and  63  family  rental  units  on  Parcel  1.  The 
project  may  not  entirely  meet  the  guidelines  requirement 
for  significant  opportunities  for  low  and  moderate  income 
housing.      (Further  discussion  on  this  matter  is  included 
in  the  comment  concerning  the  Residence  Element  of  the  San 

Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  pages  75-77) .     The  uses  proposed 

2 

are  consistent  with  the  criteria  of  the  Coastal  Act. 

3 .     Local  Coastal  Program 

Under  provisions  of  the  California  Coastal  Act  of 
1976,  each  local  government  with  land  lying  in  whole  or  in 
part  within  the  Coastal  Zone  must  prepare  and  submit  a  Local 
Coastal  Program  (LCP)   for  that  portion  of  the  Zone  within 
its  jurisdiction.     This  preparation  includes  identifying 
coastal  conservation  and  development  problems  or  issues, 
preparing  a  land  use  plan,  the  reviewing  and  approving  of 
the  plan  by  the  California  Coastal  Commission,  and  preparing 
zoning  regulations  to  carry  out  the  land  use  plan,   if  necessary. 

San  Francisco  has  started  the  LCP  process  by  producing 
a  paper  entitled  "Issue  Identification"  dated  April  1979, 
endorsed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  26  April  1979 
(Resolution  No.  8243).     After  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
the  "issue  identification"  paper  will  be  presented  for  approval 
to  the  North  Central  Coastal  Commission  and  then  to  the  Califor- 
nia Coastal  Commission.     The  Department  of  City  Planning 
will  begin  the  actual  coastal  planning  process,  projected  to  take 


T.K.  Kutay,  telephone  conversation,  29  May  1978. 

2 

Steve  Scholl,  Staff  Analyst,  Coastal  Commission,  telephone 
conversation,  20  July  1978. 
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about  six  months,  after  Coastal  Commission  approval.  Following 
preparation  of  the  Local  Coastal  Plan,  approval  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  and  the  Regional  and  State  Coastal  Commission 
will  be  necessary. 

The  Issue  Identification  paper  notes: 

"The  following  issue  is  raised:     How  can  any  development 
proposed  for  this  site  fulfill  Coastal  Act  goals,  specifically 
those  dealing  with  provision  of  low-  and  moderate-income 
housing,  visitor-serving  facilities,  on-site  recreational 
facilities,  adequate  parking,  and  the  policy  of  the  Act 
encouraging  compatibility  of  new, development  with  the 
character  of  surrounding  areas?" 

4 .     San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan 

Many  elements  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  contain  objectives 
and  policies  that  apply  to  the  proposed  project  and  are  discussed 
elsewhere  in  this  report.     The  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan 
is  discussed  in  Section  IV. C,  page  81;  Urban  Design  Plan 
in  Section  IV. D,  page  86;   and  the  Environmental  Protection  Plan  in 
Section  IV. G,  page  93.     Relevant  elements  are  compiled  in  the 
"Draft  Guidelines  for  Developments:     Playland-at-the-Beach  Site" 
prepared  by  City  Planning  Department  staff  and  dated  5  August  1977 
(hereafter  called  "Draft  Guidelines") .     The  guidelines  have  not 
been  finalized  by  the  Department. 

The  Residence  Element  includes  a  number  of  policies 
relevant  to  the  provision  of  housing  on  the  site. 

"New  Residential  Development 

Policy  1  -     In  existing  residential  neighborhoods  ensure 

that  new  housing  relates  well  to  the  character 
and  scale  of  surrounding  buildings  and  does 
not  reduce  neighborhood  livability. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  "Local  Coastal  Program 
for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Pursuant  to  California 
Coastal  Act  1976  -  Issue  Identification"  April  1979. 
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Policy  2  -  Encourage  the  conversion  of  under-used  non- 
residential land  to  residential  use,  and  en- 
courage multiple-residential  development  in 
conjunction  with  commercial  uses  in  the  down- 
town commercial  area  .    .  , 

Policy  4  -  Encourage  construction  of  a  variety  of  unit 
types  suited  to  the  needs  of  households  of 
all  sizes. 

Policy  5  -  Promote  development  of  well-designed  housing.' 
Neighborhood  Environment 

Policy  1  -  Support  housing  with  adequate  public  improve- 
ments, services  and  amenities. 

Policy  2  -  Allow  small-scale  non-residential  activities 
in  residential  areas  where  they  contribute 
to  neighborhod  livability." 


Housing  Opportunities 

Policy  2  -  Encourage  economic  integration  .    .  . 

Policy  4  -  Expand  opportunities  for  home  ownership.  The 
City  should  work  for  expanded  opportunities 
for  owner-occupancy  of  housing  and  develop 
special  programs  to  facilitate  home  ownership 
for  households  of  varied  income  levels   .    .  . 

Policy  5  -  Ensure  the  availability  of  quality  rental  housing 

Policy  6  -  Promote  the  availability  of  units  suitable 
for  persons  with  special  housing  needs  and 
of  varied  lifestyles.     Certain  households  with 
special  needs  have  difficulty  in  finding  suit- 
able housing  in  San  Francisco;   these  include 
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the  elderly,  the  handicapped,  households  with 
children  and  students-." 

"Housing  Costs 

"Policy  1  -  Preserve  and  expand  the  supply  of  low  and  moderate 
income  housing.""^ 

The  proposed  project  would  add  553  one  and  two-bedroom  units 
to  the  City's  housing  market,  thereby  expanding  opportunities  for 
home  ownership.     It  would  also  include  20  senior  citizen  subsidized 
rental  units  and  63  subsidized  family  rental  units,  promoting  the 
availability  of   'special  needs'  housing.     Project  sponsor  has 

2 

applied  to  HUD  for  a  Section  8  grant  to  subsidize  these  units. 
If  awarded,  the  grant  would  allow  the  project  to  provide  units 
suitable  for  individuals  and  families  with  special  housing  needs 
and  would  encourage  economic  integration.     The  project  would  expand 
the  supply  of  low-  and  moderate-income  rental  housing  by  63  units. 

With  regard  to  ownership  housing  units,  the  sales  prices 
of  the  condominium  units  are  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$52,000-$82,000  for  the  one-bedroom  units,  $89,700  for  the 
two-bedroom  units  and  $98 , 000-$112 , 000  for  the  two-bedroom/den 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  "The  Comprehensive  Plan: 
Residence  Element"  adopted  by  Resolution  7417  of  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion,  11  December  1975. 

"^The  original  proposal  for  101  subsidized  rental  units  for 
elderly  residents  was  changed  based  on  discussions  with  staff  of 
the  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  Department  of  City 
Planning  and  HUD.     The  Section  8  grant  application  was  filed  with 
HUD  on  13  July  1979. 
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units   (all  in  1978  dollars) .     The  condominium  portion  of  the 

project  therefore  would  be  unlikely  to  expand  the  supply  of  low 

and  moderate  income  housing  as  specified  in  Policy  1,  Housing  Costs. 


"Low  Income"  is  defined  as  households  whose  income  does 
not  exceed  80%  of  the  median  income  for  the  San  Francisco  Standard 
Metropolitan  Area  as  determined  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development;   "moderate  income"  households  are  those 
whose  immediate  income  is  greater  than  80%  but  does  not  exceed 
120%  of  median  household  income  for  the  SMSA.     Section  1309 
(e)    (f)   of  Subdivision  Code:     Chapter  XIII  of  Part  II  of  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Code. 
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5 .  Subdivision  Code 

The  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Subdivision  Code, 

which  also  contain  mention  of  low  and  moderate  income  units, 

are  applicable  to  the  project.     The  purpose  of  the  Code  is 

to  promote  residential  stability  and  diversity,  an  increase 

in  owner-occupancy,   the  improvement  of  choice,  quality  and 

number  of  housing  units,  particularly  for  low  and  moderate 

income  families."^    Of  particular  relevance  to  the  proposal 

is  the  requirement  that  "in  projects  of  50  or  more  units  the 

subdivider  shall  make  available  ten  percent   (10%)   of  the 

units  for  low  and  moderate  income  occupancy  provided  that  the 

City  Planning  Code  finds  that  governmental  subsidies  for  such 

2 

occupancy  are  available  to  the  subdivider."       In  addition,  "the 

sales  program  shall  promote  affirmative  action  in  housing,"  and 

"adequate  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  of 

the  Human  Rights  Commission  ...   in  order  to  show  that  such 

3 

affirmative  action  sales  program  is  being  carried  out."  In 
terms  of  these  requirements,   it  would  be  mandatory,   should  the 
subdivision  be  approved,   for  the  project  sponsor  to  provide  affir 
mative  action  sales  programs  and,   if  subsidies  are  available, 
to  provide  at  least  25  units  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing. 

6 .  Land  Acquisition  by  GGNRA 

On  10  November  1978,  President  Carter  signed  the  Omnibus 
Parks  Bill   (S.   91) ,   sponsored  by  Phillip  Burton   (D-SF) .  The 
Bill  included  1.9  acres  of  Parcel  4,   and,   if  funding   is  later 


Section  1302,   Subdivision  Code;  Chapter  XIII  of  Part 
II  of  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code. 

^Ibid. ,   Section  1341. 

^Ibid. ,  Section  1342. 


78 


approved  for  the  acquisition,  some  portion  of  Parcel  4  would 
become  part  of  the  GGNRA.     Park  authorities  would  then  prepare 
proposals  for  its  use.     At  present,  there  are  no  specific  develop- 
ment criteria  for  the  land.     It  appears,  however,  that  its 
principal  function  is  likely  to  be  that  of  a  visual  buffer 
to  Sutro  Heights  Park."*"     See  the  discussion  of  project  alter- 
natives in  Section  VII. C,  page  157. 

7 .     Richmond  Transport  Sewer  Plan 

An  element  of  the  City's  Wastewater  Management  Plan 

involves  construction  of  a  transport  sewer  line  from  the 

Rich-mond  District  to  connect  with  the  northern  end  of  the 

West  Side  Transport  sewer.     As  of  May  1978,  the  preferred 

route  of  the  transport  would  be  from  its  connection  to  the 

West  Side  Tansport  at  the  intersection  of  Fulton  Street  and 

the  Great  Highway,  north  along  the  Great  Highway,  and  then 

through  a  tunnel  under  Sutro  Heights  Park,  Lincoln  Park, 

2 

Seacliff,  and  coming  out  of  ground  at  the  Presidio.  There 
would  probably  be  open-Cut  construction  along  the  Great  Highway. 
A  15-foot  tunnel  portal  is  proposed  beneath  Sutro  Heights 
Park  on  Parcel  4.     A  staging  area  for  construction  activity 
would  be  located  on  Parcel  4  or  on  a  portion  of  the  Great 
Highway.     Other  alignments  are  still  under  consideration 
and  will  be  described  in  a  later  EIR. 

If  the  currently  preferred  alignment  is  not  chosen, 
construction  would  still  occur  along  the  Great  Highway  from 
Fulton  to  Sutro  Heights  to  replace  inadequate  sewers  and  provide 
a  connection  to  the  West  Side  Transport  project.     The  current 


Doug  Nadeau,  GGNRA,   telephone  conversation,   18  July  1978. 

^Dan  Champeau,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering,  City 
of  San  Francisco,  personal  communication,   3  May  1979. 
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construction  schedule  proposes  start  of  construction  in  February 
1981  and  extending  over  29  months  until  July  1983. 

The  Richmond  Transport  Project  could  potentially  conflict 
with  the  proposed  land  uses  on  Parcel  4  for  the  Ocean  Beach 
Park  Estate  project.     There  could  also  be  cumulative  construction 
impacts  if  the  projects  were  to  be  constructed  with  simultaneous 
or  overlapping  schedules.     Insufficient  information  is  available 
at  this  time  to  predict  impacts  readily.     However,  delivery 
of  construction  materials  to  the  sewer  construction  site  at 
the  same  time  that  materials  were  being  delivered  to  the  Ocean 
Beach  Park  Estates  site  would  add  to  the  traffic  and  noise 
predicted  along  the  delivery  routes.     Construction-caused  noise 
and  dust  could  increase  if  both  projects  were  built  at  the 
same  time.     If  more  of  the  area  were  under  construction  at 
one  time  due  to  simultaneous  implementation,  visual  effects 
would  be  more  widespread  than  for  either  project  alone.  These 
and  other  construction-related  effects  would  be  temporary  and 
would  not  continue  beyond  the  construction  period.     If  construction 
of  the  Richmond  Transport  and  Ocean  Beach  Park  Estates  were 
to  occur  sequentially  rather  than  simultaneously,  cumulative 
effects  would  not  occur,  but  construction  impacts  in  the  area 
would  occur  for  a  longer  period  of  time.     Mitigation  measures 
to  reduce  impacts  of  sewer  construction  have  not  yet  been  devel- 
oped . 

A  public  works  permit  must  first  be  obtained  from  the 
State  Coastal  Commission  approving  the  conceptual  framework 
of  all  sewage  facilities  proposed  in  the  west  side  of  the  City. 
An  EIR  for  the  Richmond  Transport  is  currently  in  preparation 
and  is  scheduled  for  certification  by  January  1980.  Following 
certification,   final  approval  must  still  be  obtained  from  the 
Coastal  Commission  and  from  the  National  Park  Service  if  a 
portion  of  the  GGNRA  would  be  affected. 

A  final  decision  on  the  feasibility  of  the  Richmond 
Transport  and  its  alignment  depends  on  the  outcome  of  the  EIR 
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and  permitting  process.     The  Richmond  Transport  EIR  will  address 
the  cumulative  impacts  in  greater  detail  than  is  possible  in 
this  report. 

8 .     Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  Regional  Plan 

Regional  policies  of  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Government 
(ABAG)   support  housing  growth  in  San  Francisco.     The  position  of 
ABAG  is  that  in  addition  to  relieving  overcrowding,  offsetting 
low  vacancy  rates,   replacing  substandard  units,  and  accommodating 
the  formation  of  new  households  and  the  changing  shelter  needs 
of  older  households,  housing  growth  in  San  Francisco  provides 
shelter  in  proximity  to  a  major  source  of  jobs  in  the  region. 
This  can  facilitate  a  reduction  in  vehicle  miles  travelled 
thereby  leading  to  less  air  pollution,  lower  energy  consumption 
and  delay  in  the  need  for  costly  highway  projects  to  serve 
growth  in  outlying  areas. 

The  subject  project  is  consistent  with  these  ABAG  objective 
(Regional  Plan,  Housing  Element,  Policies  1.1  and  1.2). 
The  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  component  of  the  project 
is  especially  consistent  with  regional  policies  which  seek 
commitments  to  expand  housing  for  lower-income  people  (ibid.. 
Implementation  Function  Sr)."*" 

B.     COMMUNITY  CHARACTERISTICS 

Based  on  an  estimate  of  2.1  persons  per  condominium  unit 
and  1.3  persons  per  senior  citizen  unit,  the  proposed  project 
would  bring  approximately  1,300  new  residents  to  the  western 
Richmond  district.     It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  addition 
of  the  proposed  project  would  statistically  change  the  demographic 
characteristics  of  the  community.     However,  the  density  on 


Letter  from  Charles  Q.  Forester,  Director  of  Planning, 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  dated  July  26,  1979. 
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the  project  site  would  be  greater  than  in  surrounding  blocks, 
where  the  majority  of  the  lots  are  zoned  for  two-family  dwellings. 


C.     RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE 

As  noted  in  Section  IV. D.,  Visual  Quality   (page  84),  the 
project  would  preclude  use  of  the  site  as  open  space  parkland 
physically  linking  the  western  portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to 
Sutro  Heights  Park,  a  portion  of  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recre- 
ation Area   (GGNRA) .     However,  the  project  would  provide  both 
public  and  private  open  space  and  recreational  facilities. 

The  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan,"*"  an  Element  of 
the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  states  the  following  policies 
applicable  to  this  project: 

"Policy  1  -  'Require  all  new  development  within  the  shore- 
line zone  to  conform  with  shoreline  land  use  provisions, 
to  incorporate  open  space,  to  improve  access  to  the 
water  and  to  meet  urban  design  guidelines.' 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  adopted 
by  Resolution  7021  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission, 
24  May  1973. 
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"All  new  shoreline  developments,  except  low 
density  residential  ones,  should  provide  and 
maintain  on  their  sites  ground  level  open  space, 
well  situated  for  public  access  and  designed 
for  maximum  physical  and  visual  contact  with 
the  water. 

"...  The  types  of  open  space  provided  in 
new  developments  will  depend  upon  the  nature 
of  the  sites;  however,  as  much  as  feasible 
they  should  meet  the  recreational  needs  of 
adjacent  neighborhoods,  especially  those  deficient 
in  recreation  space,  and  add  to  the  variety 
of  recreational  facilities  along  the  entire 
shoreline. 

"In  urban  design  terms,  new  developments  should 
make  maximum  use  of  their  shoreline  locations 
and  complement  the  shoreline  as  San  Francisco's 
most  important  natural  resource.     More  speci- 
fically,  new  developments  should: 

"Maximize  public  access  to  the  water,  both 
visual  and  physical. 

"Give  careful  consideration  to  environmental 
factors  to  make  shoreline  open  spaces  more 
pleasant  and  usable,  particularly  in  windy 
areas . " 

"Policy  2  -  Improve  the  quality  of  existing  shoreline  rec- 
reation areas. 

"Access  to  some  areas,  such  as  Ocean  Beach, 
is  hindered  by  heavy,   fast-moving  traffic. 
Better  trails  and  stairway  to  the  water  are 
needed  along  the  headlands  .    .  . 

"Simple  public  improvements  such  as  effective 
signs,  well-marked  trails,  safety  features, 
landscaping  for  windbreaks,  and  diversion  of 
traffic  can  promote  greater  use  of  these  shore- 
line areas.     Good  maintenance  is  also  required  .  . 

At  the  present  time,  a  well-defined  pedestrian  linkage 
between  the  Richmond  District  and  Ocean  Beach  does  not  exist.  The 
width  of  the  Great  Highway  remains  an  obstacle  to  the  pedestrian 
when  access  to  the  beach  is  desired.     The  proposed  project  does 
not  address  this  issue  directly;  Great  Highway  road  improve- 
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ments  would  be  the  responsibility  of  San  Francisco.     The  project 
would  encourage  pedestrian  access  to  and  from  the  shoreline, 
however,  due  to  the  closure  of  Cabrillo  Street  at  its  juncture 
with  the  Great  Highway  and  the  creation  of  a  landscaped  area 
with  kiosks  between  Parcels  2  and  3.     Increased  pedestrian 
activity  in  this  area  would  require  off-site  street  improvements 
to  ensure  pedestrian  safety  at  the  Great  Highway   (see  page  137) . 

Because  of  street  tree  plantings  and  textured  surface 
paving,  north-south  pedestrian  linkage  would  be  visually 
apparent  along  La  Playa  between  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Balboa 
Street.     Visual  definition  of  pedestrian  access  would  be 
partially  offset,  however,  due  to  street  paving  and  vehicular 
traffic  between  Fulton  and  Cabrillo  Streets.  Pedestrian 
access  to  Sutro  Heights  Park  along  the  east  margin  of  Parcel 
4  is  not  included  as  a  part  of  the  proposed  project,  even 
though  the  Design  Guidelines  in  the  1977  Draft  Guidelines 
indicate  that  such  access  would  be  appropriate  as  part  of 
the  project.     Park  access  may  be  provided  in  the  future  by 
the  National  Park  Service  as  part  of  the  GGNRA.  Stairways 
would  probably  be  required  on  the  steep  slopes  leading  up 
to  the  park. 

Various  recreational  facilities,  including  a  tennis 
court,  racquetball  courts,  and  a  swimming  pool,  would  occupy 
28,000  gross  sq.   ft.  of  the  project.     This  space  would  be  avail- 
able to  recreational  club  members  from  within  the  development 
and  from  the  Richmond  District  area.     About  500  family  memberships 
are  expected  to  be  available  to  District  residents.     For  those 
nonresidents  who  join  the  club  the  availability  of  facilities 
for  tennis  and  swimming  would  be  better  than  present  conditions. 

The  public  open  space  incorporated  in  the  project  would 
be  in  the  area  between  Parcels  2  and  3  and  on  La  Playa  Street 
between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo.     While  these  spaces  are  currently 
open  to  the  public  as  city-owned  streets,   the  project  would 
change  them  to  pedestrian-oriented,   landscaped  open  space  areas. 
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D.     VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  visual  characteristics  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  derived  from  its  physical  layout;   the  size,  shape, 
and  height  of  the  buildings  that  would  comprise  the  project; 
the  construction  materials  used;  and  landscape  development. 

Because  the  project  area  is  open  to  view  from  the  Great 
Highway  and  southern  edge  of  Sutro  Heights  Park,  the  proposed 
project  would  be  an  important  element  in  defining  the  visual 
character  of  the  western  end  of  the  Richmond  District.  Areas 
of  concern  relative  to  visual  impact  include  the  architectural 
compatibility  of  the  proposed  sturctures  with  existing  buildings 
and  open  space  uses  surrounding  the  project  area,  the  potential 
for  blocking  views  of  the  beach  and  ocean  from  residences  to 
the  east  of  the  project,  rooftop  design  with  respect  to  views 
from  higher  elevations  in  nearby  areas,  and  project  night  lighting. 

1 .     Architectural  Compatibility 

Policies  1  and  5  for  New  Residential  Development  in 
the  Residential  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  contain  statement 
relating  to  the  architectural  compatibility  of  the  project 
(see  pages  74  and  75) . 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  new  buildings 
would  replace  a  3-1/2-block  area  of  vacant  land.     Visually,  the 
effect  this  would  achieve  would  be  the  completion  of  the  residentia 
development  already  existing  in  the  neighborhood. 

Construction  would  be  wood  frame,  similar  to  most  other 
residential  units  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  above 
a  concrete  parking  structure  which  would  extend  four  feet  above 
street  level  fronting  on  the  Great  Highway  and  would  be  mostly 
below  grade  at  other  locations.     Stucco,  a  hand-trowelled  cement 
finish,   is  ciHrrently  being  considered  for  application  to  exterior 
building  walls.     Colors  would  be  light  but  the  exact  color 
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has  not  been  determined.  Heavy  timber  construction  would  probably 
be  used  for  internal  bridges  and  stairways  connecting  the  units. 

The  proposed  project  would  differ  in  its  structural 
configuration  from  other  buildings  surrounding  the  project 
area  because  of  the  way  that  dwelling  units  are  proposed  to 
be  grouped  in  order  to  provide  view  corridors  through  the 
site   (see  Figure  4,  page  14).     The  groups  of  dwellings  would 
visually  assume  a  larger  scale  than  the  individual  two-story 
buildings  on  48th  Avenue   (which  give  the  effect  of  row-housing) 
but  would  be  at  a  similar  scale  to  the  three-and  four-story 
apartment  buildings  on  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets  between 
48th  Avenue  and  La  Playa  Street. 

The  buildings  would  be  wider  fronting  on  La  Playa 
Street  than  on  the  Great  Highway  to  allow  better  views  for 
more  of  the  units.     The  facades  of  the  buildings  would  include 
an  offset  pattern  of  building  walls,  with  the  height  of  the 
building  stepping  down  to  three  and  two  stories  on  the  Great 
Highway  side. 

Some  windows  would  project  outward  from  stepped-in 
walls  on  the  upper  floors   (modified  bay  windows)   while  others 
would  be  set  flush  with  portions  of  exterior  building  walls 
(see  Figure  8,  page  20).     The  architectural  style  generated 
by  the  proposed  method  of  window  placement  would  give  the 
project  a  visual  identity  unique  within  the  Richmond  District, 
not  entirely  complying  with  New  Residential  Development  Policy  1 
in  the  Residence  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  or  with 
the  Design  Guidelines  in  the  1977  Draft  Guidelines. 

Because  of  the  40-foot  height  limitation,  roofs  would 
typically  be  flat,   though  sloping  surfaces  would  be  introduced 
where  feasible.     A  few  elements  would  exceed  the  40-foot 
height  limitation;  these  include  elevator  shafts,  stairs 
required  to  extend  to  the  roof,  chimneys  and  some  parapet 
walls  at  the  edges  of  the  roof.     These  features  are  permitted 
to  be  above  the  height  limit  according  to  the  Planning  Code. 
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As  shown  in  Figure  6,  page  17,  Parcel  1  would  contain 
residential  units  and  commercial  and  recreational  facilities. 
Commercial  spaces  would  face  west  toward  a  pedestrian  and  transit 
area  surfaced  with  special  paving  which  may  be  textured  concrete, 
exposed  aggregate  concrete  pavers  or  brick.     This  paving  would 
extend  south  to  the  MUNI  bus  turnaround  and  connect  to  the  pedestria 
access  situated  between  Parcels  2  and  3  at  the  end  of  Cabrillo 
Street.     The  special  surface  paving  proposed  would  be  unique 
to  the  project  area  and  serve  to  emphasize  the  visual  identify 
of  the  project  site. 

2 .  Views 

The  Urban  Design  Plan  of  the  Master  Plan  includes 
the  following  policy  related  to  views: 

Policies  for  City  Pattern 

"Policy  1  -   'Recognize  and  protect  major  views  in  the  City, 
with  particular  attention  to  those  of  open 
space  and  water ' 

"...  overlooks  and  other  viewpoints  for 
appreciation  of  the  City  and  its  environs  should 
be  protected  and  other  obstructions  .   .  . 

"Visibility  of  open  space,  especially  those 

on  hilltops,   should  be  maintained  and  improved  .    .  . 

The  proposed  buildings  would  vary  in  height  up  to  40  feet. 
The  structure  on  Parcel  1  would  be  40  feet  high  except  for  por- 
tions of  the  recreation  area  above  the  MUNI  bus  turnaround. 
Correspondingly,  views  toward  the  ocean  from  the  backs  of  existing 
residences  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  would  be  obstructed. 

Residences  and  apartments  on  higher  terrain  east  of 
Parcel  4  would  take  in  views  of  project  area  rooftops.  Struc- 
tures would  be  constructed  on  the  lower  slopes  of  Parcel  4, 
obstructing  views  north  toward  the  steep  terrain  that  defines 
Sutro  Heights  Park.     Figure  20  shows  a  perspective  sketch  of 
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Perspective  Sketch,  Parcel  4, 
Full  Development 


Figure  No.  20 
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Parcel  4  with  the  full  development  proposal,  as  seen  from  the 
sidewalk  on  the  western  edge  of  the  Great  Highway. 

Additional  photographs  of  the  project  site  are  shown 
in  Figures  20A,  20B,  20C,  20D  and  20E  with  the  proposed  buildings 
or  building  outlines  superimposed. 

Figure  20A  shows  that  Sutro  Heights  Park  and  buildings 
to  the  east  would  be  screened  by  the  structure  on  Parcel  2 
as  viewed  from  the  sidewalk  on  the  south  side  of  Fulton  Avenue 
adjacent  to  Golden  Gate  Park.     All  buildings  in  the  project 
would  be  seen  from  the  south  edge  of  Sutro  Heights  Park  as 
shown  in  Figure  20B,  because  the  Park  is  elevated  above  the 
project  site. 

Figure  20C  indicates  that  views  toward  the  ocean 
would  be  retained  along  Balboa  Street,  although  vision  would 
be  somewhat  confined  and  directed  inward  due  to  the  sides 
of  buildings  facing  Balboa  Street.     The  proposed  project 
would  not  be  seen  from  the  beach  area  due  to  the  seawall 
adjacent  to  the  Great  Highway  as  shown  in  Figure  20D. 

Figure  20E  shows  that  views  of  Seal  Rocks  and  the 
Ocean  would  be  blocked  by  structures  on  Parcel  2  when  looking 
across  the  Safeway  parking  lot. 

3 .     Night  Lighting 

Exterior  night  lighting  would  be  provided  for  circu- 
lation, safety  and  security.     The  intensity  and  location 
of  light  sources  has  not  been  specified  by  the  project  sponsor; 
however,  the  inent  would  be  to  keep  light  levels  low  and 
subtle  to  avoid  point  sources  of  light  which  would  interfere 
with  views  and  motorists'  vision  at  night.     Lighting  provided 
for  the  outdoor  tennis  court  located  above  the  MUNI  turnaround 
would  be  visible  from  the  surrounding  Area. 

Building  interiors  would  be  visible  at  night  from 
the  Great  Highway  and  adjacent  areas  when  interior  lighting 
is  turned  on  unless  shades  or  curtains  were  drawn  over  windows. 
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/  

View  north  toward  Parcel  2  from  Golden 

Gate  Park  (photo  taken  from  south  edge  of 

Fulton  Street-proposed  structure  within  dotted  line.) 

Figure  No.  20A 

•  88a 
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View  south  over  project  site  from 

SutrO  Heights  Park  (Partial  Development  on 
Parcel  4) 

Figure  No.  20  B 
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View  west  toward  ocean  from  intersection 
of  48th  Ave.  and  Balboa  St. 

Figure  No.  200 
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View  east  toward  Parcel  3  from  Ocean 

Beach  (Seawall  would  obstruct  views  of  the  project.) 

Figure  No.20D 
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Outline  of  Proposed  Buildings 


m 


View  north  to  Project  Site  from  south  edge 
of  Safeway  Parking  Lot. 

Figure  No.20E 


E.     TOPOGRAPHY,   GEOLOGY,   AND  SEISMICITY 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  would  change 
the  topography  on  Parcels  2  and  3  by  filling  in  the  deep  excava- 
tion pits.     The  proposed  buildings  would  stand  on  level  ground 
at  elevation  of  about  28  feet  City  Datum.     Development  of  Parcel  4 
would  entail  some  grading  to  accommodate  the  structures  proposed. 

Parcels  1,  2,  and  3  would  not  pose  geological  hazards 
to  the  proposed  project,  as  the  parcels  would  be  leveled  and 
the  soils  are  compatible  with  the  type  of  construction  proposed. 
On  Parcel  4,  grading  would  take  place  on  the  lower  portions 
of  the  cliffs,  leaving  a  buffer  zone  of  approximately  40  feet 
untouched  between  the  proposed  development  and  the  northern 
property  line  toward  Sutro  Heights.     This  could  prevent  slumping 
beyond  the  project  property  line. 

When  excavations  are  made  in  almost  any  kind  of  soil, 
the  potential  for  soil  erosion  increases.     Parcel  4  has  erosion 
in  its  natural  state,   as  evidenced  by  gullying  and  slumping. 
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When  disrupting  the  fragile  natural  equilibrium  by  changing 
slopes  and  excavating  downslope  material,   thereby  increasing 
the  slope  gradient,  the  hillside  will  respond  with  increased 
erosion. 

Cuts  would  be  made  both  in  the  dune  sand  and  the  Colma 
Formation.     The  angle  of  repose'''  for  the  sand  varies  from  22'^ 
to  26°  and  the  Colma  Formation  has  an  angle  of  repose  of  about 
30-  33*^.     Any  cuts  exceeding  these  angles  of  repose,  either 
during  construction  or  following  implementation  of  the  project, 
would  cause  further  downslope  movement  or  failing  of  the  hill- 
sides . 

The  project  site,  like  other  areas  of  San  Francisco, 
lies  in  an  area  subject  to  potential  earthquake-induced  ground- 
shaking,  causing  stress  to  structures  both  above  and  below 

ground.     The  water  table  in  the  project  site  is  between  10 
2 

and  20  feet    below  the  surface  topography.     This  means  that 

some  of  the  dune  sand  and  part  of  the  Colma  Formation  is  saturated 

with  water,  which  could  cause  liquefaction  in  the  event  of 

an  earthquake. 

Recurrence  intervals  for  a  maximum  earthquake  of  8.25 

on  the  Richter  scale  along  the  San  Andreas  Fault  are  estimated 

3 

between  100  and  1,000  years   ;   a  seismic  event  could  therefore 
occur  within  the  lifetime  of  the  proposed  project.     The  project 
site  has  been  mapped  according  to  estimated  intensity  of  ground- 


The  critical  angle  above  which  a  slope  fails. 

2 

Lee  and  Praszker,  Consulting  Civil  Engineers,  Report 
on  Soil  St  Foundation  Investigation,  Seal  Rock  Development, 
6  December  1972. 

3 

Greensf elder ,  R.W. ,  Maximum  Credible  Rock  Acceleration 
from  Earthquakes  in  California,  California  Division  of  Mines 
and  Geology,  Map  Sheet  23,  1974. 
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shaking  in  the  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation. 
(See  Figure  21,  page  91) .     The  project  site  lies  within  zones 
B  and  C,   indicating  that  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake,  the 
intensity  of  shaking  would  be  "very  strong"  to  "violent." 

Tsunami- induced  flooding  would  not  affect  the  proposed 
project,  as  the  site  elevation  is  approximately  28  feet  City 
Datum,  and  the  predicted  run-up  for  the  500-year  tsunami 
is  about  11.4  feet. 

F.     HYDROLOGY  AND  WATER  QUALITY 

The  major  hydrological  impact  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  an  increase  in  the  quantity  of  surface  runoff  during 
storms  and  a  worsening  of  the  quality  of  this  water.  Urban 
runoff  contains  contaminants  in  the  form  of  suspended  solids, 
nutrients,  heavy  metals,  pesticides,  and  bacteria;  these  result 
from  runoff  from  open  areas,  deposited  vehicle  emissions,  street 
surface  material,  leaf-fall,  litter,  spills,  animal  droppings, 
and  atmospheric  fallout. 

The  quantity  of  stormwater  runoff  requiring  drainage 
depends  on  the  magnitude  of  a  given  rainstorm  and  the  character- 
istics of  the  land  surface.     Increasing  the  amount  of  impervious 
surface  area   (streets,  buildings,  plaza,  etc.)   increases  the 
amount  of  runoff  requiring  drainage  by  decreasing  the  amount 
of  water  that  can  percolate  through  to  the  groundwater  table. 

Under  existing  conditions,  most  of  the  site  consists 
of  pervious  surfaces.     The  proposed  project  would  result  in 
approximately  93%  of  the  site  being  covered  by  impermeable 
surface  area   (buildings,  roads,  parking  areas,  sidewalks,  etc). 
The  remaining  7%  would  include  the  areas  around  trees  and  the 


URS/John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic 
Safety  Investigation,  June  1974. 
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A 


Very  Violent.     Cracking  and  shearing  of  rock  masses. 
Deep  and  extended  fissuring  in  soil,  many  large 
landslides  and  rockfalls. 


B     Violent.     Fairly  general  collapse  of  brick  and  frame 
structures  when  not  unusually  strong.     Serious  crack- 
ing of  better  buildings.     Lateral  displacement  of 
streets,  bending  of  rails  and  ground  fissuring. 


U     Very  Strong.     Masonry  badly  cracked  with  occasional 
collapse.     Frame  buildings  lurched  when  on  weak 
underpinning  with  occasional  collapse. 

D      Strong.     General  but  not  universal  fall  of  brick 
chimneys.     Cracks  in  masonry  and  brick  work. 


Weak.     Occasional  fall  of  brick  chimneys  and  plaster 

NOTE:     Intensities  are  given  for  earthquakes  similar 
to  the  1906  event  in  magnitude  and  proximity 
to  San  Francisco. 


Estimated  Intensity  of 
Future  Ground  Shaking 


0     100  200 

Scale  Feet 


0 

400  North 


Source:  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  _..  .  ,  _ 

John  A.  Blume  &  Associates,  June,  1974  riqUT©  NO.  21 


landscaped  areas  on  the  northern  and  eastern  part  of  Parcel  4. 
The  increase  in  impervious  area  would  increase  the  annual  sur- 
face runoff  from  the  site  by  slightly  more  than  two-fold  during 
an  annual  storm  event.     Although  detailed  drainage  plans  have 
not  been  developed  for  the  project,   it  is  probable  that  the 
surface  runoff  from  the  site  would  be  discharged  directly  into 
the  combined  sewer-storm  drain  system. 

During  construction  of  foundations  for  the  proposed 
buildings  and  the  underground  garages,  excavations  below  the 
groundwater  table  could  locally  alter  the  groundwater  flow. 
At  the  conclusion  of  construction,  there  could  be  groundwater 
buildup  behind  foundations  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  project 
creating  a  damming  effect;  this  could  happen  on  Parcels  2  and  3 
in  the  flat-lying  areas  of  the  project  site.     The  dammed  water 
could  increase  pressures  on  foundations,  and  could  result  in 
surface  ponding  in  extreme  cases.     On  Parcel  4,  buildings  would 
be  built  on  the  slopes  with  a  retaining  wall  upslope.  The 
retaining  wall  could  act  as  a  groundwater  barrier  that  would 
dam  the  water  between  itself  and  the  hill  slope. 


G.     VEGETATION  AND  WILDLIFE 

Limited  vegetation  and  wildlife  can  now  be  found 
on  Parcels  1,  2,  and  3.     Construction  of  the  proposed  project 
would  eliminate  existing  vegetation  and  associated  wildlife 
habitat  on  these  parcels.     Elimination  of  wildlife  habitat 
would  primarily  affect  scavenging  birds   (gulls  and  pigeons) 
and  animals   (rats)   that  frequent  the  site. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  on  Parcel  4  would 
eliminate  the  sparse  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat  found  on 
the  flat  portion  of  the  site  and  would  eliminate  some  vegetation 

« 

in  scattered  locations  on  the  bluff  face.     Figure  16,  page  51, 
gives  an  indication  of  the  extent  of  the  direct  loss  of  the 
dune  tansy  on  the  bluff  face.     The  direct  loss  of  the  dune 
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tansy  is  contrary  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  Environmental 
Protection  Element  Policy  #3   (Policy  for  Flora  and  Fauna) , 
which  states  "Protect  rare  and  endangered  species." 

If  construction  around  the  bluff  face  follows  recommended 
procedures  discussed  in  Section  V.E,  Topography,  Geology  and 
Seismicity,  and  recommendations  contained  in  the  geotechnical 
report  for  the  project  site,  potential  erosion  would  be  minimized 
at  the  upper  portions  of  the  dune  bluff  near  the  dune  meadow. 
However,  due  to  the  highly  erodible  nature  of  the  bluff  face, 
mishaps  or  human  error  during  construction  around  the  bluff 
could  accelerate  erosion  that  in  time  could  affect  the  dune 
meadow.     If  erosion  were  severe  and  were  not  stopped,   the  dune 
tansy  population  and  other  vegetation  in  the  dune  meadow  could 
be  reduced. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  amount  of  human 
activity  in  the  project  area.     Greater  use  of  the  trail  system 
to  the  east  of  Parcel  4  through  the  dune  meadow  between  Balboa 
Street  and  Sutro  Heights  Park  could  be  expected.     The  trail 
is  used  extensively  now  for  sightseeing,  hiking  and  dog  walking. 
Although  the  proposed  buildings  would  block  some  access  to 
the  bluff  face,  this  area  is  relatively  steep  and  therefore 
used  less  than  the  trail  system  east  of  the  parcel.  Increases 
in  the  use  of  the  trail  system  through  the  dune  meadow  would 
accelerate  the  amount  of  trampling  in  this  area,  and  could 
be  detrimental  to  the  dune  tansy  population  and  other  plants. 


Based  on  conversations  with  Nancy  Stone,  Park  Technician, 
and  David  Rung,  Supervising  Park  Technician,  U.S.  National 
Park  Service,  personal  communication,   17  November  1978. 
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H.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

As  no  historical  or  archaeological  reserves  are  known 
to  exist  on  the  proposed  project  site,  no  impacts  on  cultural 
resources  are  anticipated. 

I .  TRANSPORTATION 

1 .     Relationship  to  Existing  Plans 

Fulton  Street  is  designated  as  a  major  thoroughfare 
and  a  transit  preferential  street  in  the  Transportation  Element 
of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan.     The  Plan  further 
designates  the  current  path  of  the  18  Sloat  bus  service  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  as  a  major  crosstown  bus 
route.     Cabrillo  Street  and  the  Great  Highway  south  of  Cabrillo, 
along  with  46th  Avenue  between  Cabrillo  and  Sutro  Heights  Avenue, 
are  designated  bicycle  route. 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  closing  La  Playa 
Street  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  to  automobile  traffic;  service 
and  emergency  vehicles  and  buses  would  continue  to  use  the 
street.     No  changes  to  the  designated  major  crosstown  bus  route 
passing  through  the  site   (currently  the  18  Slpat)   would  be 
necessary . 

The  future  of  the  Great  Highway  is  uncertain  at  this 
time.     Redesign  plans  are  currently  under  review  for  the  segment 
south  of  Fulton  Street   (in  conjunction  with  the  West  Side  Trans- 
port/Storage element  of  the  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Master 
Plan"*")  .     Conceptual  redesign  plans  for  the  Great  Highway  north 


Final  EIR,  West  Side  Transport/Storage  Project,  San 
Francisco  Wastewater  Master  Plan  Implementation  Project  IX. 
EE  75.304,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  July  1977. 
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of  Fulton  Street     (adjacent  to  the  proposed  project)   were  prepared 

by  Michael  Painter  for  the  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Program. 

It  is  unlikely  that  the  Wastewater  Program  will  implement  any 

design  changes  to  the  Great  Highway  north  of  Fulton.     The  design 

of  the  Great  Highway  has  also  been  identified  as  a  key  issue 

in  the  Local  Coastal  Program  and  will  be  evaluated  for  possible 

design  changes. 

In  the  absence  of  final  redesign  plans  for  the  Great 

Highway,  either  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site  or  to 

the  south,   it  has  been  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  this  traffic 

impact  analysis  that  the  Great  Highway  will  remain  unchanged. 

Current  MUNI  plans  for  transit  service  in  the  area 

2 

are  based  on  the  MUNI  Five-Year  Plan  .     The  plan  calls  for 
a  general  consolidation  of  bus  service  in  the  Richmond  area. 
In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  route  paths  would  remain 
unchanged.     The  5  Fulton  would  remain  unchanged  except  in  the 
downtown  where  service  would  be  extended  to  the  TransBay  Term- 
inal.    The  current  18  Sloat  will  become  the  18-46th  Avenue. 
The  new  line  will  provide  north-south  crosstown  service  connecting 
the  Presidio  with  the  Legion  of  Honor,  Ocean  Beach,   Zoo,  and 
Stonestown.     It  will  replace  the  Presidio  segment  of  the  28-19th 
Avenue,  and  the  present  70-Lake  Merced.     Service  between  46th 
Avenue  and  Stonestown  will  be  retained.     Service  frequency 
throughout  the  day  will  be  roughly  comparable  to  existing  levels. 

The  38  Geary  will  be  relocated  west  of  33rd  Avenue 
from  Balboa  to  Geary  Boulevard  and  Point  Lobos .     It  will  be 
replaced  by  the  31  Balboa,  which  will  be  retained  along  its 
present  route  and  extended  westwards  from  its  current  terminus 


Redesign  Plan  for  the  Great  Highway,  Michael  Painter 
&  Associates,  and  Tudor  Engineering  Company,   for  San  Francisco 
Wastewater  Management,  1977. 

2 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  Five-Year  Plan;  1979- 

1984. 
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at  33rd  Avenue,  along  Balboa,  45th  Avenue,  and  Cabrillo  to 

the  project  site  over  the  outer  section  of  the  present  Route 

38  Geary.     A  new  line,  the  Route  31X-Balboa  Express,  will  provide 

peak-hour-only  motor  coach  service  to  the  beach  terminus. 

Midday  frequency  for  the  Route  31  will  be  about  nine  minutes, 

reducing  to  about  four  minutes  during  the  peak  periods  with 

the  express  service. 

None  of  the  bus  routes  in  the  project  area  are  scheduled 
to  operate  articulated  vehicles  during  the  period  of  the  5-Year- 
Plan.     The  proposed  project  would  consolidate  the  terminal 
facilities  of  these  bus  services  into  one  bus  turnaround 
at  Cabrillo  and  La  Playa.     This  is  discussed  in  more  detail 
in  Section  IV. I. 5,  page  104. 

2 .     Construction  Impacts 

The  construction  of  the  project  would  be  staged  over 
a  4-year  period.     As  the  site  is  currently  vacant,  access  could 
be  gained  from  all  sides.     Trucks  would  be  limited  primarily 
to  access  routes  on  Fulton  Street,  Point  Lobos  Avenue  and  the 
Great  Highway  to  avoid  impacting  the  principally  residential 
streets  of  Balboa  and  Cabrillo.     As  Fulton  Street  is  a  transit 
preferential  street,  construction  truck  traffic  could  conflict 
with  Route  5  bus  operation.     No  details  or  reliable  estimates 
are  available  on  the  number  of  construction  vehicles  that  would 
be  used  or  the  frequency  of  visits  to  the  site. 

As  Parcels  1  and  2  and  the  space  between  Parcels 
2  and  3  would  be  constructed  before  Parcel  3,  access  during  the 
later  construction  of  Parcel  3  would  have  to  be  from  Balboa  or 
the  Great  Highway  to  avoid  conflicts  with  the  new  pedestrian 
areas  and  relocated  MUNI  turnaround.     Access  during  construction 
of  Parcel  4  would  also  be  from  the  Great  Highway  or  Balboa 
Street. 
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3 .  Project  Traffic  Generation  and  Distribution 

The  traffic  levels  that  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed 
project  would  be  influenced  by  various  factors,   including  the 
land-use  mix  of  the  development,   its  geographic  location  and 
the  level  of  transit  service  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project. 
Appendix  A  contains  full  details  of  the  trip-generation  esti- 
mation process,   including  assumptions  as  to  the  level  of  internal 
project  trips  and  usage  of  the  different  transportation  modes 
available  in  the  area.     Table  A-2  in  Appendix  A  summarizes  the 
estimated  number  of  trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the 
project . 

It  is  estimated  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate 
an  additional  9,025  average  daily  motorized  one-way  per son- 
trips  in  the  area,  of  which  1,410  trips,  about  16%  would 
be  made  by  transit.     An  estimated  5,200  average  daily  one- 
way automobile  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  project. 

During  the  morning  peak  hour   (from  about  7:30  to 
8:30  a.m.),  165  transit  trips  and  275  vehicle  trips  would 
be  generated  by  the  project.     Traffic  generated  during  the 
evening  peak   (5  to  6  p.m.)  would  be  higher  due  to  the  higher 
evening  peaking  characteristics  of  all  the  proposed  project 
land  uses.     An  estimated  235  transit  trips  and  560  vehicle 
trips  would  be  generated  by  the  project  during  the  evening 
peak  hour.     Table  3  and  pages  190-194  in  Appendix  A  describe 
the  estimated  project  traffic  generation  by  development  parcel. 

4 .  Impact  on  Road  Network 

The  design  year  selected  for  the  traffic  impact  analysis 
is  1985.     No  traffic  projections  are  currently  available 
for  the  streets  that  wold  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project, 
so  growth  rates  without  the  project  have  been  assumed  at  1% 
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per  year     for  all  roads  in  the  area  of  the  project.     It  has 
been  assumed  that  peak-hour  traffic  will  grow  proportionately 
to  the  average  daily  traffic. 

The  assumed  distribucion  of  project-generated  traffic, 
detailed  in  Appendix  A  (page  194) ,  was  based  on  the  1970  census 
work-trip  distributions  reported  for  the  West  Richmond  Area, 
on  major  trip  generators/attracters  in  the  San  Francisco  region, 
and  on  the  existing  traffic  distribution  over  the  road  network. 

The  estimated  traffic  levels  without  the  project  and 

the  estimated  increases  in  traffic  due  to  the  project  are  shown 

in  Figures  22  and  23  for  average  daily  traffic   (ADT)   and  peak-hour 

conditions  respectively.     Table  4,  Appendix  A,  summarizes  these 

estimated  for  the  principal  access  roads  to  the  proposed  project 

site.     It  should  be  noted  that  the  estimated  future  traffic 

levels  both  with  and  without  the  project  assume  the  left-turn 

turn  prohibition  from  Balboa  Street  westbound  to  48th  Avenue 

2 

south-bound  adopted  in  July  1978. 

The  highest  absolute  increases  in  traffic  would  occur 

on  Balboa  Street  between  the  Great  Highway  and  47th  Avenue. 

During  the  evening  peak  hour,  traffic  on  Balboa  between  the 

Great  Highway  and  La  Playa  would  be  increased  about  80%  from 

225  vehicles  without  the  project  to  400  vehicles  with  the 

3 

project.     The  level  of  service    on  Balboa  Street  at  the  Great  Highway 


Developed  in  Discussion  with  Scott  Shoaff,  Associate 
Traffic  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works, 
July  1978. 

2 

This  left-turn  prohibition  was  implemented  due  to  the 
poor  sight  line  of  westbound  vehicles  on  Balboa.  Between 
1974  and  1977  eight  traffic  accidents  were  recorded  at  this 
intersection,  of  which  three  involved  left-turning  vehicles 
from  Balboa  westbound  (Gilbert  Sarns,  Traffic  Engineer,  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  telephone  conversation, 
2  May  1979. 

3 

See  Appendix  A,  page  198  for  definition  of  levels  of 
service. 
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is  expected  to  remain  A  with  or  without  the  project.     To  the 
east  of  48th  Avenue  evening  peak-hour  vehicles  on  Balboa  would 
be  increased  from  about  195  to  365  with  the  project.     The  traffic 
increases  on  these  sections  of  the  street  would  be  largely 
due  to  the  fact  that  the  only  garage  entrances  to  Parcels  3 
and  4,  and  one  of  the  garage  entrances  to  Parcel  1  would  be 
on  this  section  of  Balboa  Street. 

While  the  analysis  assumes  that  left  turns  would  be 
prohibited  from  Balboa  westbound  to  48th  Avenue,  the  project 
would  result  in  an  increase  of  traffic  flow  through  this  inter- 
section from  about  200  vehicles  per  hour  to  about  460  vehicles 
per  hour  during  the  peak  period.     The  potential  for  vehicular 
conflict  would  then  be  increased,  considering  the  poor  vision 
afforded  drivers  at  the  intersection  due  to  the  steep  gradient 
of  Balboa  Street. 

Evening  peak-hour  traffic  on  48th  Avenue  between  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo  would  increase  from  16  vehicles  without  the  project 
to  156  vehicles  with  the  project."'"    This  traffic  volume  would 
thus  be  similar  to  the  existing  volumes  on  48th  Avenue  between 
Cabrillo  and  Fulton  Streets  and  on  Balboa  Street  between  La  Playa 
and  48th  Avenue.     About  50%  of  the  traffic  increase  would  be 
attributable  to  existing  traffic  being  diverted  due  to  the 
closure  of  La  Playa  Street.     South  of  Cabrillo,  evening  peak- 
hour  traffic  on  48th  Avenue  would  increase  from  197  vehicles 
without  the  project  to  288  vehicles  with  the  project.  The 
estimated  level  of  service  on  48th  Avenue  at  Fulton  Street 
would  change  from  A  to  C.     Level  of  service  C  refers  to  a  situation 


This  assumes  a  worst-case  distribution  of  project  traffic 
taking  the  most  direct  route  to  major  thoroughfares  such  as 
Fulton,  and  non-project  traffic  diverted  by  the  closure  of 
La  Playa  Street  being  principally  relocated  to  48th  Avenue. 
If  drivers  were  to  choose  routes  involving  other  streets,  the 
impact  of  the  project  on  48th  Avenue  would  be  reduced  and  the 
impacts  diffused  over  other  north-south  routes. 
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where  most  drivers  are  restricted  in  their  freedom  to  select 
speeds,  but  where  relatively  satisfactory  operating  speeds 
are  obtained,  with  service  volumes  perhaps  suitable  for  urban 
design  practice. 

Part  of  the  traffic  impact  in  the  area  would  be  due 
not  to  traffic  generated  by  the  project,  but  to  the  redistribu- 
tion of  existing  traffic  by  the  proposed  closure  of  La  Playa 
Street  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Street  to  all  private  auto- 
mobile traffic.     This  street  closure  is  proposed  by  the  project 
sponsor  as  an  integral  part  of  the  project.     As  proposed,  the 
street  would  be  landscaped  to  provide  a  pedestrian  area  between 
the  proposed  commercial  facilities  on  Parcel  1  and  the  condomin 
iums  on  Parcel  3.     The  Route  18  crosstown  bus  service  would 
be  permitted  through  the  street,  thus  mainaining  its  existing 
route.     Emergency  and  service  vehicles  would  also  have  access 
to  the  pedestrian  area.     Private  automobile  traffic  would 
be  excluded  through  the  use  of  "No  Entry"  signs  at  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo. 

The  estimated  redistribution  of  traffic  due  to  the 
closure  of  La  Playa  Street  is  discussed  in  Appendix  A,  page  196 
with  a  brief  summary  here.     The  impacts  would  range  from  an 
additional  640  vehicles  a  day  on  48th  Avenue   (the  parallel 
street)   to  about  200-250  on  other  adjacent  streets,  such  as 
Fulton,  Great  Highway  and  Balboa.     The  closure  of  La  Playa 
Street  would  account  for  about  50%  of  the  total  additional 
traffic  estimated  to  use  48th  Avenue  as  a  result  of  the  project 
Corresponding  percentages  on  other  streets  range  from  about 
10%  on  Balboa  to  20%  on  Cabrillo  west  of  48th  Avenue  and  on 
the  Great  Highway,  and  over  30%  on  Fulton  at  the  Great  Highway. 

The  ADT  on  Point  Lobos  Avenue  would  be  increased  by 
about  8%  or  1,300  vehicles   (from  16,000  vehicles  without  the 
project).     South  of  Fulton,  ADT  on  the  Great  Highway  at  21,500 
daily  vehicles  without  the  project  would  be  increased  by  1,040 
vehicles  a  day,  or  about  5%.     During  the  evening  peak  hour. 
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about  150  vehicles  would  be  added  to  Point  Lobos  Avenue,  and 
115  vehicles  added  to  the  Great  Highway  south  of  Fulton.  Evening 
peak-hour  traffic  on  these  roads  without  the  project  would 
be  about  1,450  vehicles  and  2,700  vehicles,  respectively. 

Evening  peak-hour  traffic  on  Fulton  Street  between 
the  Great  Highway  and  La  Playa  Street  would  increase  from  1,210 
vehicles  to  1,300  vehicles.     Traffic  on  the  Great  Highway  between 
Fulton  and  Balboa  Streets  would  increase  from  1,400  vehicles 
to  1,560  vehicles  with  the  project.     The  level  of  service  would 
remain  C  at  the  Great  Highway/Fulton  Street  intersection,  with 
or  without  the  project. 

Sunday  traffic  without  the  project  would  be  about  80% 
higher  during  the  peak-hour   (about  3-4  p.m.)   on  the  Great 
Highway  than  weekday  peak  traffic  levels;  on  Fulton  Street 
about  20%  higher."^    Project-generated  traffic  would  be  about 
75%  lower  during  a  Sunday  peak-hour  than  during  a  weekday  peak- 
hour.     It  is  estimated  that  on  a  Sunday,  peak-hour  traffic 
would  be  increased  by  about  5%  on  the  Great  Highway  and  on 
Fulton  Street  due  to  the  project.     No  traffic  data  were  available 
to  estimate  Sunday  traffic  volumes  without  the  project  on  the 
local  distributor  roads  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project 
site.     As  project  trip  generation  levels  would  be  lower  on 
a  Sunday  than  during  the  week,   it  may  be  expected  that  the 
traffic  impact  on  these  local  roads  would  be  correspondingly 
lower . 

Emergency  and  Service/Delivery  Access.     Emergeney  vehicle 
access  to  Parcels  1,  2,  and  3  would  be  via  La  Playa  Street, 
and  to  Parcel  4  via  the  Great  Highway.     Service  and  delivery 
vehicles  would  gain  access  to  Parcel  1  via  a  separated  access 
12  feet  wide  on  the  east  side  of  the  proposed  bus  turnaround 
facility  at  La  Playa  and  Cabrillo.     This  access  would  be  one  way 


See  Transportation  Setting,  Section  III. I. 2,  page  55. 
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north.     A  10-foot  service  lane,  one-way  southbound  would  be 
provided  on  La  Playa  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  to  allow  service 
vehicles  access  to  Parcel  3  without  having  to  use  the  Great 
Highway . 

5 .     Impact  on  Transit 

The  transit  impacts  analysis  assumes  that  the  MUNI 
service  changes  in  the  project  area  outlined  in  the  Five-Year- 
Plan  would  be  in  operation  when  the  project  was  constructed. 

Proposed  New  Turnaround  Facility.     The  proposed  project 
would  consolidate  the  existing  MUNI  turnaround  facilities  at 
Cabrillo  and  Balboa  and  at  Cabrillo  by  the  Great  Highway  into 
one  new  facility  at  the  southern  end  of  Parcel  1.     This  new 
turnaround  would  serve  both  the  5  Fulton  and  31  Balboa  routes, 
and  would  operate  with  a  one-way  circulation  system.  Buses 
would  enter  from  Cabrillo  Street  midblock,  and  exit  onto  La  Playa 
Street  at  Cabrillo.     Route  5  would  thus  terminate  at  Cabrillo 
rather  than  Balboa,  and  Route  31  would  terminate  on  the  east 
side  of  Cabrillo  rather  than  at  the  Great  Highway.  Pedestrian 
access  to  the  Great  Highway  and  the  beach  beyond  would  be  main- 
tained via  pedestrian  area  on  the  location  of  the  existing 
MUNI  turnaround  at  the  end  of  Cabrillo. 

The  proposed  turnaround  would  represent  an  improvement 
in  transit  facilities  in  the  area  through  the  consolidation 
of  the  two  existing  termini,  now  a  block  apart,   into  one  facility. 
The  passenger  waiting  area  would  be  sheltered  by  the  roof  of 
the  turnaround  and  benches  would  be  provided. 

The  18-46th  Avenue   (presently  called  18  Sloat)  would 
not  use  the  proposed  turnaround  and  its  route  would  remain 
unchanged  by  the  project  as  the  service  would  continue  to  use 
La  Playa  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa.     The  project  plans  indicate 
Route  18  bus  stops  would  be  provided  on  La  Playa  at  the  sourthern 
entrance  to  the  pedestrian  area  just  beyond  Cabrillo   (for  northbound 
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service)   and  by  a  bus  pullout  opposite  Cabrillo   (for  south- 
bound service) .     Enclosed  waiting  areas  are  not  proposed  for 
these  stops. 

At  the  eastern  side  of  the  turnaround,  a  raised  curb 
would  separate  the  bus  area  from  a  single  lane  access  road 
to  the  garage  and  loading  bay  of  Parcel  1.     This  access  road 
would  be  for  inbound  traffic  only,   in  order  to  prevent  conflicts 
between  vehicular  access  to  the  Parcel  1  garage  and  buses  entering 
the  turnaround.     It  is  estimated  that  the  average  arrival  rate 
of  buses  and  cars  to  these  access  points  during  the  evening 
peak  hour  would  be  a  maximum  of  1  bus/minute  and  2  cars/minute 
respectively.     These  arrival  rates  could  be  adequately  handled 
by  the  access  points. 

Impact  of  Transit  Trips  Generated  by  the  Project. 
As  detailed  in  Appendix  A,  page  189,  the  lack  of  precise  transit 
modal  split  data'''  for  the  Richmond  area,  and  for  the  project 
specifically,   introduces  an  element  of  uncertainty  into  the 
transit  trip  forecasts  for  the  project.     A  range  of  projected 
transit  ridership  was  thus  adopted  for  the  transit  impact  analysis. 
The  lower  end  of  the  range  represents  the  trip  generation  analysis 
summarized  in  Table  2  of  Appendix  A,  while  the  upper  end  assumes 
about  25%  more  transit  ridership  based  on  transit  improvements 
in  the  MUNI  Five-Year-Plan  and  on  possible  general  increases 
in  transit  use  over  the  next  several  years.     Higher  transit 
ridership  would  mean  correspondingly  fewer  auto  trips,  with 
some  reduction  in  impacts  described  in  Subsection  4  above. 
(See  Appendix  A,  page  193).     In  the  analysis  that  follows,  figures 
relating  to  both  scenarios  are  presented  together,  with  the 
higher  ridership  scenario  enclosed  in  parentheses. 

An  estimated  1,410   (1,590)   daily  transit  trips  would 
be  generated  by  the  project,  of  which  235   (275)   trips  would 
occur  during  the  evening  peak  hour   (about  5-6  p.m.).     Of  these, 


Modal  split:     the  proportion  of  trips  made  using  transit. 
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an  estimated  155    (180)    trips  would  be  inbound  to  the  project 
and  80    (95)    trips  would  be  outbound  from  the  project. 

No  information  is  available  as  to  the  origins  of  the 
inbound  trips  or  the  destinations  of  the  outbound  trips.  Based 
on  MUNI  passenger  counts  on  the  three  routes  currently  serving 
the  project  site,   it  was  assumed  that  60%  of  transit  trips 
during  the  peak  hour  would  use  route  31  Balboa  and  20%  would 
use  each  of  routes  5  Fulton  and  18-46th  Avenue.     The  likely 
impact  of  project-generated  transit  ridership  on  routes  18 
and  31  is  difficult  to  estimate,  as  the  routes  will  be  sub- 
stantially different  from  the  existing  routes  18  and  38  they 
will  replace. 

For  the  purposes  of  analysis  it  has  been  assumed  that 
future  ridership,  without  the  project,  on  these  routes  would 
be  the  same  as  for  today's  existing  routes  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project.     On  this  basis,  the  average  evening  peak-hour 
load  factor  at  the  project  site  for  route  18  would  change  from 
0.90  to  1.12   (1.15  under  the  higher  transit  ridership  scenario). 
This  is  also  the  maximum  load  point  for  this  route.  However, 
as  this  line  will  be  lengthened  under  the  Five-Year  Plan  (thus 
increasing  its  service  area)   without  a  significant  increase 
in  service  frequency,  the  load  factors  could  be  higher  in  the 
future,  particularly  if  ridership  increases  significantly  from 
the  new  route  sections. 

For  Route  31,  the  westbound  load  factor  during  the 
evening  peak  hour  would  change  from  0.15  without  the  project 
to  0.28    (0.30)   with  the  project.     The  westbound  load  factor 
at  the  project  site  for  Route  5  would  remain  in  the  0.0  -0.10 
range  during  the  evening  peak  hour. 

It  is  not  known  whether  trips  generated  by  the  project 
would  remain  on  the  buses  until  the  maximum  load  points  on 
the  Route  5  and  31.     Assuming  conservatively  that  three-quarters 
of  transit  trips  generated  by  the  project  would  use  the  buses 
as  far  as  the  maximum  load  point,   the  load  factor  of  route  5 
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at  the  maximum  load  point   (McAllister  and  Van  Ness)  during 
the  evening  peak-hour  would  change  from  1.22  to  1.25."'" 

The  impact  on  Route  31  cannot  be  accurately  estimated 
at  the  maximum  load  point  due  to  the  Five-Year  Plan  changes 
and  the  fact  that  Route  31X  will  constitute  a  completely  new 
route.     The  current  westbound  load  factor  during  the  evening 
peak  hour  averages  about  1.0   (Eddy  Street/Van  Ness).  Assuming 
this  to  be  the  likely  minimum  after  service  reorganization, 
the  project  would  increase  the  load  factor  to  1.10.     If  it 
is  assumed  that  in  the' future  Route  31  and  31X  will  operate 
at  or  below  MUNI  peak  period  service  standards,   then  this  defines 
an  upper  limit  to  likely  service  conditions.     An  evening  peak- 
hour  westbound  load  factor  of  about  1.5  is  thus  assumed  at 
the  maximum  load  point.     In  this  instance,  the  project  would 
increase  this  load  factor  to  about  1.6,   i.e.,  above  the  MUNI 
standard  of  1.5.     The  impact  of  the  project  on  route  31  service 
levels  would,   therefore,  lie  within  this  range.     The  higher 
transit  ridership  scenario  would  not  lead  to  statistically 
significant  different  load  factors  at  the  maximum  load  points 
of  Routes  5  and  31. 

Very  little  data  is  available  for  existing  Sunday  transit 

2 

ridership  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.       During  the 
Sunday  peak-hour   (about  4-5  p.m.)    it  was  estimated  that  about 
100  transit  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  project.  This 
would  be  about  44%  of  the  transit  trips  generated  during  the 
weekday  peak.     The  lower  ridership  would  be  due  to  both  the 
lower  overall  trips  generated  by  the  project  on  a  Sunday,  and 


This  would  apply  to  both  the  low  and  high  transit  ridership 
scenar  ios . 

2 

MUNI  Traffic  Check  Data  for  Sunday,  4  June  1978,  indicates 
Route  5  buses  caried  virtually  no  passengers  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project  site  throughout  the  day.     No  data  is  available 
for  the  Routes  18  and  38. 
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to  the  fact  that  the  overall  modal  split    would  be  lower  than 
on  weekdays   (fewer  work  trips  would  be  made). 

6 .     Impacts  on  Parking 

The  proposed  parking  provision  for  the  project  totals 

721  spaces.     All  these  spaces  would  be  below  grade,  thus  conforming 

2 

with  the  requirement  of  the  Draft  Guidelines     for  the  site 

that  "off-street  parking  should  not  be  visible  from  any  public 

right-of-way  or  adjacent  property." 

Although  the  Planning  Code  normally  requires  one  off-street 

parking  space  per  dwelling  unit,   in  the  case  of  a  planned  unit 

development  the  criterion  in  the  Code  specifies  provision 

3 

of  "adequate  off-street  parking."      The  proposed  project 
would  include  one  space  per  dwelling  unit,  as  specified  in 
the  Planning  Department's  Draft  Guidelines  for  Development. 
If  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  were  used  in  determining 
parking  requirements  for  the  proposed  PUD,  one  out  of  every 
25  spaces  would  be  designed  and  designated  for  handicapped 
persons . 4 

Parcel  2  would  provide  165  parking  spaces  for  160 
dwelling  units.     Parcel  3  would  include  223  spaces,   20  more 
than  the  proposed  number  of  dwelling  units.     The  6,000  sq. 
ft.   restaurant  on  Parcel  2  would  not  require  off-street  parking 
under  non-PUD  Planning  Code  parking  requirements.^  However, 


Assumed  to  be  15%  from  the  condominums. 

2 

Guidelines  for  Development:  Playland-at-the-Beach 
Site,  Draft,   5  August  1977. 

3 

City  Planning  Code  section  304(d) 2. 

4 

Ibid.,   section  155(e). 

5 

Ibid.,   section  151,  Table  4. 
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because  Cabrillo  is  proposed  to  be  closed  between  Parcel  2 

and  Parcel  3,  the  area  could  be  considered  a  single  parcel 

for  purposes  of  calculating  parking  needs.     The  restaurant, 

in  combination  with  the  2,000  sq.   ft.  of  retail  area  on  Parcel  3, 

would  be  7,000  gross  sq.   ft.  and  occupied  floor  area  would 

be  5,000  sq.   ft.,  triggering  Planning  Code  parking  requirements. 

The  restaurant  would  require  18  parking  spaces  and  the  retail 

facilities  would  need  three,  for  a  total  of  21  spaces."^  There 

would  be  a  surplus  of  35  spaces  in  the  two  garages,  enough 

to  satisfy  Planning  Code  parameters,   if  these  were  used  to 

determine  PUD  parking  requirements.     Parcel  4  would  have  200 

spaces  for  200  condominiums. 

Entrance  to  the  parking  areas  on  Parcels  2,  3,  and 
4  would  be  by  security  card  and  would  not  be  available  for 
public  parking  unless  the  conditional  use  permit  for  the  PUD 
required  that  parking  be  made  available  for  restaurant  and 
store  patrons.     If  this  were  the  case,  +21  spaces  would  need 
to  be  placed  outside  the  secured  areas  in  Parcel  2  and  3  garages. 

The  proposed  parking  provision  on  Parcel  1  would  total 
133  spaces.     Twenty  spaces  would  be  allocated  for  the  use 
of  elderly  residents  on  the  parcel   (meeting  Planning  Code  section 
151  requirements) .     The  neighborhood  commercial  and  recreational 
facilities  would  not  require  parking  under  Planning  Code  section 
151  because  they  would  serve  the  immediate  neighborhood  and 
are  considered  accessory  to  the  proposed  development,  unlike 
facilities  facing  the  Great  Highway  which  would  be  expected 
to  serve  the  wider  range  of  people  coming  to  Ocean  Beach. 


Planning  Code  section  151,  Table  4.     Retail  space  requires 
one  space  for  each  500  sq.   ft.  occupied  floor  area;   the  occupied 
floor  area  would  be  about  70%  of  the  2,000  gross  sq.  ft, 
Restau-rants  must  provide  one  space  for  each  200  sq.  ft. 
occupied  floor  area;  the  occupied  floor  area  would  be  about 
60%  of  the  6,000  gross  sq.  ft. 
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The  garage  on  Parcel  1  is  proposed  to  include  113  spaces 
for  retail  and  recreational  facilities  users.     However,  because 
about  40%  of  the  trips  to  the  commercial  area  and  60%  of  the 
trips  to  the  recreation  facilities  could  be  from  the  proposed 
new  residences,   fewer  than  80  parking  spaces  would  be  necessary 
during  the  estimated  p.m.  peak  hour   (5-6  p.m.)   demand  for  parking. 
Under  this  scenario,  a  surplus  of  about  30  spaces  would  be 
available  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  the  Parcel  1  garage. 
If  members  of  the  recreational  club  were  isued  security  cards 
for  the  10-15  surplus  spaces  in  the  Parcel  2  or  3  gajage,  there 
would  be  about  three  to  five  more  extra  spaces  in  the  Parcel  1 
garage . 

The  current  curbside  parking  spaces  on  La  Playa  between 
Cabrillo  and  Balboa  would  be  removed  by  the  project  due  to 
the  closure  of  this  street  to  automobile  traffic.  Curbside 
parking  facilities  on  the  other  streets  in  the  area  of  the 
project  wold  remain  unaffected  by  the  project,  but  would  be 
used  by  residents  without  a  second  car  and  by  users  of  retail 
space  and  the  restaurant. 

The  proposed  loading  area  behind  the  commercial  develop- 
ment on  Parcel  1  would  conform  with  the  Draft  Development  Guide- 
lines for  the  site,  which  state:     "One  off-street  loading  area 
is  required  per  10,000  to  60,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor 
area  of  retail  use." 

Proposed  Access  to  Project  Parking  Facilities.  All 
project  parking  facilities  would  be  located  underground.  The 


Based  on  auto  trip  generation  for  retail  facilities 
of  about  155  cars  and  for  recreational  facilities  of  about 
3  cars,   and  a  30-minute  stay  for  users  of  retail  facilities. 
Modified  from  information  in  Appendix  A.     These  figures  represent 
a  worst-case  situation,  but  do  not  include  cars  parked  in 
the  Parcel  1  garage  by  any  restaurant  users  not  parking  in 
Parcel  2  or  3  garages  or  on  the  street. 
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proposed  access  points  to  the  garages  on  each  development 
parcel  would  be  as  follows   (see  also  Figure  4) : 


Parcel  1 


from  Cabrillo  (entrance  only) 
from  Balboa  (entrance/exit) 


Parcel  2 


from  La  Playa  (entrance/exit) 


Parcel  3 


from  Balboa  (entrance/exit) 


Parcel  4 


from  Balboa  (entrance/exit) 
from  Great  Highway   (exit  only) 


These  proposed  access  points  would  conform  with  the 
Draft  Development  Guidelines  for  development  for  the  site, 
which  state:     "Fulton  Street  should  not  be  used  for  direct 


vehicular  access  to  the  site.     Vehicular  access  from  the 


Great  Highway  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum." 

These  garage  access  points  would  be  located  to  achieve 


separation  between  vehicular  traffic  and  the  buses  that  would 
use  the  proposed  turnaround  facility  at  the  south  of  Parcel  1. 
The  access  to  Parcel  1  from  Cabrillo,  while  located  next 
to  the  turnaround,   is  proposed  by  the  developer  as  an  additional 
entrance  to  the  garage  on  this  parcel  to  diffuse  the  traffic 
impact  of  the  proposed  commercial  facilities.     The  proximity 
of  this  access  to  the  bus  turnaround  is  discussed  in  Section 
IV. I. 5. ,  page  104. 

•  Employee  parking  demand  is  estimated  at  about  5  spaces 
for  condominium  employees  and  1  or  2  spaces  for  employees  in 
the  senior  citizen  housing.     The  majority   (about  160)   of  the 
employees  would  be  in  the  commercial  facilities,  with  an  estimated 
maximum  parking  demand  of  50-55  spaces.      (Based  on  160  total 
employees,  an  estimated  80%  or  130  being  on-site  at  one  time, 

50%  transit  use,  and  an  average  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.2  persons). 

#  This  would  compare  to  the  estimated  potential  surplus 
of  about  30  spaces  in  the  Parcel  1  garage   (page  110) .  The 
remaining  25  vehicles  could  not  park  in  the  Parcel  2  or  Parcel 
3  garages  as  any  surplus  spaces  there  would  be  reserved  for 
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visitors.     In  a  worst-case  situation  then,  the  25  vehicles 
would  park  on-street,  either  on  the  local  streets  or  on  the 
Great  Highway. 

7 .     Impact  On  Other  Modes 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  for  bicycle  access 
to  both  of  the  pedestrian  areas  of  the  project,  on  La  Playa 
between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  and  between  Cabrillo  and  the 
Great  Highway.     The  bicycle  routes  designated  in  the  Comprehensive 
Plan''"  would  remain  operational  with  the  project. 


See  Section  IV.   I.   1.,  page  94. 
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No  information  is  available  on  the  future  levels 
of  pedestrian  activity  in  the  area  of  the  project.     The  principal 
pedestrian  generators  would  be  the  project  itself,  the  beach, 
the  proposed  bus  turnaround,  and  the  existing  Safeway  store. 
Further  away  from  the  project.  Golden  Gate  Park  and  Sutro 
Heights  Park  would  also  be  pedestrian  generators. 

Many  of  the  pedestrian  movements  between  these  generators 
would  be  accommodated  by  the  existing  crosswalks  in  the  area 
of  the  project.     From  the  beach,  access  to  the  project  retail 
facilities  and  the  bus  turnaround  would  be  either  Balboa 
Street  or  the  new  pedestrian  area  at  the  end  of  Cabrillo 
Street.     Crosswalks  are  currently  provided  at  all  these  locations. 
The  project  design  would  thus  conform  with  the  requirement 
in  the  Development  Guidelines  for  the  site  that  "...  estab- 
lished pedestrian  access  routes  to  the  beach  and  parks  should 
be  accommodated  and  enhanced."     The  existing  crosswalk  provision 
at  the  La  Playa  and  Cabrillo  Street  intersection  would  accommodate 
pedestrian  movements  between  the  existing  Safeway  store, 
and  the  proposed  bus  turnaround  and  the  project  commercial 
facilities . 

Pedestrians  walking  to  the  project  from  either  Golden 
Gate  Park  or  Sutro  Heights  Park  could  use  the  existing  crosswalks 
on  Fulton  Street   (at  the  Great  Highway,  La  Playa,  and  48th 
Avenue)   and  on  Balboa   (at  the  Great  Highway) . 

No  information  is  available  as  to  the  number  of  service 
vehicles  that  would  use  the  pedestrianized  section  of  La  Playa 
Street.     Delivery  vehicles  would  use  the  rear  access  from 
Cabrillo  to  the  commercial  establishments  on  Parcel  1.  Assuming 
present  schedules  are  maintained,  a  maximum  of  8  or  9  Route  18 
diesel  buses  would  pass  through  the  pedestrianized  area  in 
both  directions  in  the  peak  hour.     During  the  midday  period 
the  number  would  be  reduced  to  about  6  or  7 .  Pedestrian/transit 
malls  have  been  proved  successful  in  extensive  applications 
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in  Europe  and  Canada  and  are  beginning  to  be  introduced  to 
cities  in  the  United  States. 

J.     CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
1.  Wind 

A  wind  tunnel  test  was  carried  out  on  a  model  of  the 
proposed  project  site  based  on  drawings  prepared  by  the  architect. 
Because  the  site  is  currently  unoccupied  and  access  is  restricted, 
tests  were  not  made  on  the  site  as  it  now  exists.     A  detailed 
discussion  of  the  results  of  the  wind  tunnel  test  is  contained 
in  Appendix  C,  page  209. 

The  study  results  indicated  that  the  east-west 
orientation  of  buildings  on  the  site  would  tend  to  accelerate 
winds  between  them  where  the  plaza  areas  would  be  located.  But, 
because  of  the  extensive  landscaping  planned,  these  winds  would 
be  less  than  those  in  an  open  exposed  location.     The  proposed 
pedestrian  walkway,  an  extension  of  Cabrillo  Street,  was  found 
to  have  little  shelter  from  the  wind.     Thus  the  project  partially 
conforms  with  the  1977  Draft  Guidelines  for  Development,  which 
state : 

"Open  space  .   .   .  should  be  oriented  to  receive 
maximum  sunlight  and  maximum  wind  protection. 
Planting,  seating  and  other  amenities  should 
be  provided  ..." 

The  retail  mall  would  be  generally  sheltered  from  westerly- 
wind  by  intervening  buildings,  but  high  winds  would  occur  during 
northwest  winds  where  the  mall  meets  Balboa  Street.     These  winds 
are  caused  by  the  channeling  effect  of  the  hillside  north  of 
Balboa  Street. 


Transit  malls  are  currently  in  operation,  for  example,  in 
Minneapolis,  Vancouver,  and  Portland,  and  a  mall  is  planned  for 
Buffalo . 
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2 .     Air  Quality 

a.  Construction  Impacts 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  could  result 
in  a  short-term  increase  in  suspended  particulate  matter 
over  a  maximum  one-two  block  area  during  the  construction 
phase,  which  would  be  a  nuisance  to  pedestrians  and  residences 
adjacent  to  the  site. 

b.  Local  Effects 

Roadside  carbon  monoxide   (CO)   concentrations  (CO 

is  the  most  common  local  air  pollutant)   were  developed  for 

existing  conditions  and  for  future   (1985)   conditions  after 

implementation  of  the  proposed  project.     Concentrations  caused 

by  local  traffic  were  estimated  for  meteorological  conditions 

which  restrict  diffusion  of  CO  (a  "worst-case"  condition).''" 

In  predicting  pollution  emission  rates,  an  average  speed 

of  25  mph  was  assumed  for  the  Great  Highway,  and  20  mph  was 

2 

assumed  for  all  other  streets. 

Existing  traffic  volumes  and  1985  volumes  with  and 
without  the  proposed  project  were  provided  by  the  project 
traffic  consultant. 

The  results  for  worst-case  meteorological  conditions 
are  summarized  in  Table  5  below. 


About  2  miles  per  hour  wind   (one  meter  per  second) 
forming  a  22^5  degree  angle  with  the  roadway,  under  stable 
atomospheric  conditions. 

2 

Vehicle  pollution  emission  rates  are  taken  from  data 
supplied  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD) ,  updated  by  the  most  recent  EPA  emission  factors. 
BAAQMD,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of  Projects, 
Technical  Services  Division  Information  Bulletin ,  1  June  1975; 
and  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments   (ABAG)  memorandum 
from  Ron  Wada  to  Mike  Kim  regarding  Modifications  to  Baseline 
Emisions  Inventory  due  to  EPA's  Supplement  8,   18  July  1977. 
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TABLE  5 

Roadside  Carbon  Monoxide  Concentrations 
under  Adverse  Meteorological  Conditions 
(parts  per  million) 

Existing  1985  1985  with  project 

1  Hour     8  Hour        1  Hour     8  Hour  1  Hour     8  Hour 

Great  Highway  2.2  0.8  2.0  0.8  2.2  0.9 

Balboa  Street  0.4  0.1  0.4  0.1  0.7  0.2 

Fulton  Street  2.1  0.5  2.1  0.5  2.2  0.6 

The  above  concentrations  represent  the  exposure  a 
person  would  have  at  curbside.     Carbon  monoxide  levels  drop 
off  rapidly  with  distance  from  curbside. 

The  predicted  concentrations  in  Table  5  are  to  be 
compared  with  the  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards  of 
35  and  9  parts  per  million  for  the  1-  and  8-hour  averaging 
periods,  respectively.     All  predicted  concentrations  are 
below  the  standards. 

The  effect  of  the  project  would  be  to  increase  CO 
concentrations  by  about  0.1  to  0.3  parts  per  million  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project.     The  project's  effects  would  be 
greatest  on  Balboa  Street,  although  CO  concentrations  would 
remain  low  compared  to  the  standards. 


c.     Regional  Effects 

Regional  effects  are  related  to  the  vehicle  miles 
traveled   (VMT)   associated  with  the  proposed  project.  Total 
trip  generation  due  to  the  project  has  been  estimated  at  about 
9,000  trips  per  day,  of  which  5,200  would  be  auto  trips  and 
1,400  would  be  transit  trips.     An  average  two-way  trip  length 
of  12  miles  has  been  estimated  by  the  transportation  consultant, 
resulting  in  a  daily  VMT  increase  of  62,400.     Emissions  estimates 
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are  based  on  emission  factors     for  an  average  trip  speed 
of  20  miles  per  hour.     Projected  daily  emissions  estimates 
in  tons  per  day  from  the  project  and  from  the  nine-county 


Bay  Area  are  shown  below. 

1985  Regional 

Project  Emissions 

Automobile  Bay  ^ 

Emissions  Region  

Carbon  Monoxide  1.54  2,000 

Organics  0.15  800 

Nitrogen  oxides  0.12  750 


The  additional  emissions  generated  by  the  project 
would  increase  the  pollutant  burden  in  the  region  and  degrade 
regional  air  quality;  however,  the  increase  in  regional  emissions 
would  be  at  most  0.01%. 

3 

A  recent  study  of  future  regional  air  quality  found 
that  photochemical  oxidant   (main  component  of  smog)  would 
be  a  persistent  problem  in  the  future,  and  that  substantial 
reductions  in  hydrocarbon  and  nitrogen  oxide  emissions,  which 
result  in  the  formation  of  photochemical  oxidant,  would  be 
necessary  to  attain  the  federal  standard  for  photochemical 
oxidant  in  the  Bay  Area.     The  project  would  increase  emissions 
of  these  pollutants,  making  attainment  of  the  standard  for 
oxidant  more  difficult,  but  the  total  increase  would  not 
be  statistically  significant  in  a  regional  context. 

■'"BAAQMD,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis 
of  Projects,  1975,  updated  with  "Supplement  8"  emission  rate. 

2 

BAAQMD,  Emissions  Inventory  Summary  Report,  August 

1976. 

3 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Draft  Environmental 
Management  Plan,  December  1977,  adopted  10  June  1978  by  the 
ABAG  General  Assembly. 
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K.  NOISE 

1 .     Vehicular  Traffic  Noise   (Except  Buses) 

The  altered  pattern  of  vehicular  traffic  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  project  would  affect  future  noise  levels.     The  change 
in  traffic  noise  levels  can  be  assessed  using  a  criterion 
based  on  increases  in  ambient  noise.     The  criterion  classifies 
the  increase  in  traffic  noise  levels  and  associated  impacts 
into  three  categories  as  follows: 

Increase  in  the  Ambient  Criterion"*" 

Increase  in 

Traffic  Noise  Impact 

Levels  dBA  Assessment  Expected  Community  Response 


Less  than  6 
6  to  15 


Greater  than 
15 


No  Impact 


Some 
Impact 


Great 
Impact 


Rare  expressions  of  dissatisfaction 
are  expected 

Some  individual  comment  and 
reaction  are  expected,  but 
no  group  action  is  likely 

Strong  individual  comment 
and  reaction  are  expected, 
as  well  as  the  potential  of 
group  action 


If  the  proposed  project  were  implemented,  traffic 
volume  on  48th  Avenue  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets 
is  predicted  to  increase  from  140  vehicles  per  day  to  about 


C.  G.  Gordon  et  al.,   "Highway  Noise:     A  Design  Guide 
for  Highway  Engineers,"  National  Cooperative  Highway  Research 
Program,  1971. 


117 


1,  400  vehicles  per  day  in  a  "worst-case"  situation."^  This 
change  would  generate  a  7-dBA  increase  in  the  traffic  noise 
levels  generated  along  this  street.     Cabrillo  Street,  Balboa 
Street,  and  47th  Avenue  would  all  experience  a  3-  to  4-dBA 
increase  in  traffic  noise  levels  based  on  their  respective 
projected  traffic  volume  increases.     Between  Cabrillo  and 
Fulton  Streets,  48th  Avenue  would  experience  a  1-  to  2-dBA 
increase  in  traffic  noise  levels.     Traffic  volumes  along 
Fulton  Street  and  the  Great  Highway  would  be  up  to  10%  greater 
than  the  existing  volumes;  this  change  would  cause  less  than 
1-dBA  increase  in  traffic  noise,  which  is  imperceptible. 

Referring  to  the  above  criteria,  the  7-dBA  increase 
in  the  ambient  noise  levels  due  to  altered  vehicular  traffic 
volumes  would  be  noticed  by  some  residents  along  48th  Avenue 
between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets  and  would  cause  some 
comment  and  individual  reaction.     Other  traffic  volume  increases 
would  not  be  expected  to  cause  an  impact. 

The  project  would  be  exposed  to  noise  generated  by 

vehicular  traffic  on  the  Great  Highway.     The  existing  L^j^2 

along  the  western  property  line  of  the  project  adjacent  to 

the  Great  Highway  is  approximately  70  dB.     The  maximum  L^^ 

recommended  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  residential 

3 

use  without  special  noise  insulation  requirements  is  60  dB. 
If  new  residential  construction  is  considered  in  areas  exposed 


Traffic  data  by  A.M.  Voorhees  Associates,  Inc. 

2 

L,^is  the  "day-night"  average  level,  a  24-hour  noise 
descriptor.     L^^  contains  a  10-decibel  weighting  for  noise 
levels  during  nighttime  hours   (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)    to  account 
for  people's  increased  sensitivity  to  noise  at  night. 

3  , 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,   "The  Plan  for  Trans- 
portation Noise  Control,"  a  Section  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Element,   adopted  1974,  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution 
No.  7244. 
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to  an  L^^  between  60  and  70,  then  the  following  guidelines  are 
set  forth:"^ 


65  to  70  Lj  Environment 


New  construction  or  develop- 
ment should  generally  be 
discouraged.     If  new  construc- 
tion or  development  does 
proceed,  a  detailed  analysis 
of  the  noise  reduction  require- 
ments must  be  made  and  needed 
noise  insulation  features 
included  in  the  design, 

2 .     Bus  Traffic 

The  MUNI  bus  traffic  volumes  and  bus  noise  emission 

2 

levels  are  expected  to  remain  stable.       The  proposed  future 
location  of  the  bus  turnaround  near  the  project  on  the  northeast 
corner  of  Cabrillo  and  La  Playa  Streets  would  result  in  adjacent 
residents   (both  existing  and  planned)   being  exposed  to  intermittent 
high  noise  levels  when  buses  arrive  and  depart.     In  the  future, 
existing  residences  located  on  Cabrillo  Street  east  of  48th 
Avenue  would  continue  to  experience  noise  levels  generated 
by  diesel-powered  buses  on  Cabrillo  Street  regardless  of 
the  proposed  bus  turnaround  relocation. 

In  order  to  protect  project  residents  from  high  interior 
noise  levels  generated  by  arriving  and  departing  diesel-powered 
buses,   acoustical  glazing  would  be  installed  in  all  units  fronting 
La  Playa  Street.     The  existing  homes  adjacent  to  the  turnaround 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,   "The  Plan  for  Trans- 
portation Noise  Control,"  a  Section  of  the  Environmental 
Pro-tection  Element,   adopted  1974,  City  Planning  Commission 
Reso-lution  No.  7244. 

2 

A.  M.  Voorhees,  Associates,  Inc. 


60  to  65  L,  Environment 


New  construction  or  development 
should  be  undertaken  only  after 
a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
noise  reduction  requirements  is 
made  and  needed  noise  insulation 
features  included  in  the  design. 
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would  be  shielded  from  the  bus  noise  by  a  full  height  wall 
enclosing  the  east  side  of  the  turnaround  structure. 

It  is  planned  that  the  18  Sloat  route  will  continue 
to  follow  La  Playa  Street  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo.  The 
intrusive  noise  levels  generated  by  individual  buses  passing 
by  could  annoy  the  project  residents  living  along  La  Playa, 
especially  during  the  early  morning  and  late  evening  hours. 

3 .     Construction  Noise 

The  noise  generated  by  equipment  used  to  construct 
the  project  would  temporarily  cause  an  increase  in  ambient 
noise  levels  adjacent  to  the  project  site.     The  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  limits  the  noise  emission  of  construction 
equipment  to  80  dBA  at  100  feet.''"    The  construction  processes 
would  not  include  pile-driving  nor  are  nighttime  construction 
operations  anticipated.     Experience  with  construction  projects 
indicate  the  L^^  may  temporarily  increase  to  75  dB  when  engine- 
powered  construction  equipment  used  on  the  site  is  operating 
close  to  the  existing  homes  fronting  48th  Avenue  and  Balboa 
Street. 


4 .     Operations  Noise 

After  the  project  is  completed,  delivery  and  service 
vehicles  would  use  the  service  road  located  on  the  east  side 
of  the  site.     When  trucks  are  maneuvering  and  unloading  in 
the  service  area,  people  who  live  in  the  existing  residences 
25  to  50  feet  east  of  the  service  road  may  be  annoyed  by 
the  noise. 

The  noise  caused  by  the  project's  mechanical  equipment 
(such  as  air  conditioning)   might  also  disturb  the  residents 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code, 
Article  29,  Regulation  of  Noise.     Noise  limits  are  55  dBA 
from  7  a.m.   to  10  p.m.;   50  dBA  from  10  p.m.   to  7  a.m. 
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to  the  east  of  the  site.     It  is  not  possible  to  evaluate 

the  generated  mechanical  equipment  noise  levels  at  this  stage 

of  project  design.     The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  prescribes 

property-line  noise  limits  for  mechanical  equipment."^  If 

the  project  mechanical  equipment  met  the  ordinance  requirements, 

no  noise  impact  would  occur  for  the  adjacent  residents. 


L.     COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
1 .     Water  Supply 

The  project  would  consume  an  average  of  approximately 

2 

100,000  gallons  per  day,  or  0.1  million  gallons  per  day   (mgd) . 

Water  requirements  for  landscaping  are  not  included  in  this 

figure  and  are  unknown  at  the  present  time.     The  landscape 

plan  for  La  Playa  and  the  end  of  Cabrillo  Street  would  have 

to  be  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  to  make 

3 

sure  all  pipes  are  accessible. 

The  present  domestic  service  to  the  proposed  project 
is  adequate,  although  it  is  inadequate  to  handle  fire  protection. 

The  proposed  project  can  be  served  by  6"  water  mains 
on  Balboa  Street,  La  Playa  Street,  Cabrillo  Street  or  from 
an  8"  main  on  Fulton  Street.     The  costs  for  the  construction 
of  new  pipes  would  be  paid  by  either  the  Water  Department 
or  the  project  sponsor,  depending  on  the  following  determinations 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code,  Article 
29,  Regulation  of  Noise  Limits  are  55  dBA  from  7  a.m.  to 
10  p.m.;   50  dBA  from  10  p.m.   to  7  a.m. 

2 

Based  on  information  supplied  by  Charles  and  Braun 
Consul-ting  Engineers  and  Sandy/Babcock ,   7  August  1978. 

3 

John  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San 
Francisco  Water  District,  personal  communication,   21  August  1978. 

"^Ibid. 
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1.     If  a  new  project  requires  that  a  larger  pipe  be  installed 
and  that  its  installation  would  benefit  the  surrounding 
area,  thus  improving  the  entire  water  system,  the 
Water  Department  may  pay  for  some  of  the  improvement 
costs . 


2.  If  the  domestic  load  for  a  new  project  requires  that 
a  new  6"  pipe  be  installed  and  that  an  8"  pipe  would 
be  needed  to  handle  the  additional  fire  protection 
load,  the  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  pay 
the  difference  between  the  costs  of  the  6"  and  the 
8"  pipes. 

3.  If  an  existing  pipe  can  handle  the  domestic  load 
of  a  new  project,  but  that  a  larger  pipe  would  be 
required  to  handle  the  fire  protection  load,  the 
project  sponsor  would  be  responsible  for  the  total 
costs  of  the  new  pipe  system. 

It  is  likely  that  the  project  sponsor  would  incur 
this  cost,  although  a  formal  determination  has  not  been  requested 
from  the  Fire  Department. 


2 .  Wastewater 

Wastewater  flows  are  usually  about  equal  to  water 
consumption  and  would  be  about  0.1  mgd,  or  0.5%  of  the  Richmond 
Sunset  treatment  plant  average  dry  weather  flow  of  22  mgd."*" 
Although  the  treatment  plant  could  treat  wastewater  during 
dry  weather,  the  proposed  project  would  add  an  additional 
0.1  mgd  to  the  sewer  system  from  rainwater  runoff.     The  plant 
is  presently  unable  to  treat  all  flows  during  wet  weather, 
so  some  portion  of  the  combined  flows  from  the  project  would 
be  discharged  untreated  through  bypass  outfalls  on  Ocean 
Beach  during  wet  weather. 

Completion  of  the  proposed  West  Side  Transport/Storage 
Project  and  Southwest  Treatment  Plant  in  the  mid-1980s  would 
serve  the  proposed  project.     At  the  present  time,   it  is  predicted 
that  the  Southwest  Treatment  Plant  would  have  an  average  dry 


Don  Munakata,  South  West  Project  Manager,  Bureau  of 
Sanitary  Engineering,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  personal 
communication,  16  October  1978. 
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weather  capacity  of  about  22  mgd  and  a  wet  weather  capacity 
between  400  and  480  mgd,  depending  on  the  number  of  overflows 
of  untreated  sewage  allowed  on  the  east  San  Francisco  shore- 
line."^   The  proposed  project  would  produce  about  0.5%  of  the 
Southwest  Treatment  Plant's  dry-weather  capacity  and  about 
0.05%  of  the  plant's  wet-weather  capacity.     The  Wastewater 
Program  projects  for  the  west  side  of  the  City  are  proposed 
in  order  to  bring  the  City  into  compliance  with  state  and 
federal  laws  and  regulations  and  would  be  necessary  regardless 
of  the  status  of  the  proposed  development  project. 

3 .  Solid  Wastes 

Prior  to  constructing  the  proposed  project,  several 

existing  structures  and  foundations  on  the  site  would  require 

demolition  and  removal.     The  amount  of  debris  that  would  be 

generated  by  demolition  is  estimated  at  approximately  114,000 

2 

cubic  feet  or  4,200  cubic  yards.     The  disposal  site  for  debris 
removal  would  probably  be  privately  owned  by  a  demolition 
or  trucking  company. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately 
3,900  lbs.  of  solid  waste  per  day,  or  about  712  tons  per  year. 
Residential  solid  waste  would  account  for  about  85%  of  this 
amount,  the  remainder  coming  from  commercial  and  recreational 
sources.     The  total  waste  generated  would  represent  0.12% 
of  the  633,000  tons  of  refuse  landfilled  annually  in  Mountain 
View.^ 


Carol  Thompson,  Environmental  Analyst,  San  Francisco  Waste- 
water Program,   telephone  converation,   31  May  1979. 

2 

Letter  from  Diane  Crawford  of  Sandy/Babcock  to  Steve 
Krenzelok  of  EIP  Corporation,   27  July  1978. 

^California  Solid  Waste  Management  Board,  Solid  Waste  Gener- 
ation Factors  in  California,  Technical  Information  Series  Bulletin 
No.   2,   8  July  1974. 


12  3 


4.     Police  Service 


The  proposed  project  could  affect  the  services  provided 
by  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  by  increasing  the 
reported  incidents  requiring  police  intervention.     The  police 
department  has  indicated  that  it  is  not  possible  to  predict 
the  number  of  incidents  that  need  to  be  responded  to,  or 
the  necessity  of  hiring  new  personnel  to  handle  increased 
services  until  the  project  has  been  in  operation  for  some 
time . 

A  security  guard  would  be  provided  24  hours  a  day 
at  the  proposed  project  during  its  operation.  This  would 
be  augmented  by  a  security  patrol  of  the  commercial  area. 


5 .     Fire  Protection 

The  proposed  project  would  be  served  by  the  fire 

stations  at  42nd  Avenue  and  Geary  and  at  45th  Avenue  and 

Judah.     The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  has  indicated  that 

the  proposed  project  would  not  require  additional  fire  department 

2 

personnel  to  provide  fire  protection  services. 

The  present  water  service  to  the  proposed  project 

site  is  not  adequate  to  handle  fire  protection.     To  provide 

an  estimated  required  flow  of  7,000  gallons  per  minute  (gpm) 

to  the  project  site,  a  16"  main  would  need  to  be  extended 

3 

from  39th  Avenue  to  the  project  site.       Also,  an  intermediate 
fire  hydrant  would  be  required  on  La  Playa  Street  midway 


Lieutenant  Thomas  O'Donnel,  Planning  and  Research  Division, 
San  Francisco  Police  Department,  personal  communication, 
12  October  1978. 

2 

Minutes  of  meeting  between  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Depart-ment,  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  Sandy/Babcock , 
and  EIP  Corporation,  21  August  1978. 

3 

Memo  from  Sandy/Babcock  to  George  Nakagaki  of  the  San 
Francisco  Water  District,  27  September  1978. 
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between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa.     Costs  related  to  any  adjustments 
to  existing  facilities  to  accommodate  construction  cannot  be 
determined  until  plans  are  submitted.     Costs  would  be  borne 
by  the  developer. 

6 .  Schools 

The  project  sponsor's  market  study  states  that  primary  response 
to  the  development  would  be  from  mature  adults   (45-65  years) .  It 
is  expected,  therefore,  that  no  more  than  50  kindergarten  through 
12th  grade  age  children  would  reside  in  the  project. 

As  the  San  Francisco  school  population  is  declining,  and 
the  project  would  probably  generate  no  more  than  50  K-12  students, 
implementation  of  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  have  an 
effect  on  the  three  public  schools  that  serve  the  project  site. 


M.  ENERGY 

During  construction,  the  direct  consumption  of  energy  on 
site  is  estimated  to  be  the  equivalent  of  44.8  million  kilowatt  hours 
(kwh)   of  electricity."^ 

During  operation,  the  project  would  use  natural  gas  for 

space  and  water  heating  and  would  conform  to  state  energy  conservation 

standards   (California  Administrative  Code,  Title  24,  Section 

6).     Connected  kilowatt  load  would  be  approximately  1,500 

kilowatts  based  on  normal  requirements  for  a  resident ial/com- 

2 

mercial  structure  of  this  magnitude  in  San  Francisco.  The 
project  would  require  approximately  235,000  kwh  per  month 
(0.271  kwh  per  square  foot  of  interior  floor  space),  or  about 


Based  on  an  estimated  energy  consumption  of  11  million 
kwh  per  $10  million  of  construction  cost.     Project  cost  is 
estimated  at  $40.7  million. 

2 

Jerry  Tyson,  Marketing  Supervisor,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric, 
San  Francisco  Division,  telephone  conversation,   16  February  1979. 
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2.8  million  kwh  per  year.     Variation  due  to  electric  load 
would  be  almost  entirely  due  to  lighting.     A  minor  peak  would 
be  expected  during  the  early  morning  hours,  and  a  major  peak 
during  the  early  evening  hours  between  5  p.m.  and  11  p.m. 
Annual  use  would  peak  during  the  short  days  of  winter  and 
would  be  lowest  during  the  long  days  of  summer."^ 

The  project  would  require  approximately  250  million 
British  Thermal  Units   (Btu)   of  natural  gas  per  day   (289  Btu 
per  square  foot  per  day) .     Since  specific  information  on 
choice  of  space  and  water  heating  equipment  is  not  available, 
a  specific  figure  for  peak  fossil  fuel  consumption  cannot 
be  given.     However,  a  figure  on  the  order  of  40  million  Btu 
per  hour  can  be  expected.     Natural  gas  load  distribution 
curves  are  shown  in  Figure  24,  page  127. 

N.  ECONOMICS 

1 .     Construction  Employment 

The  total  cost  of  the  project  is  estimated  to  be 
$40.7  million   (1978  dollars).     When  this  cost  is  inflated 
at  8%  per  year  over  the  four-year  construction  period  the 
figure  becomes  $50.9  million.     It  is  further  assumed  that 
about  60%  of  construction  cost  would  go  into  labor  and  that 
a  labor  rate  of  $22  per  hour   (1978  dollars) — including  direct 
wages,  payroll  taxes,  fringe  benefits  and  profits — would 
apply.     When  this  hourly  rate  is  adjusted  for  inflation  at 


Bill  Hancock,  Energy  Utilization  Engineer,  Pacific  Gas 
and  Electric  Company,  San  Francisco  Division,  personal  communication, 
16  February  1979. 
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8%  per  year,  the  labor  provided  is  estimated  to  be  about 
1,087,000  person-hours,  or  543.5  years   (at  2,000  work  hours 
per  person-year).^    Project  construction  would  last  about 
4.3  years  and  employ  an  average  of  126  workers  per  year. 

2 .     Permanent  Employment 

The  project  would  generate  work  for  approximately 
180  full-time  employees  as  shown  in  Table  6.     The  estimates 
for  restaurant  and  commercial  shop  workers  are  based  on  one 
per  350  gross  sq.   ft.  and  one  per  450  gross  sq.   ft.,  respectively 


Table  6 

Estimated  Full-Time  Employees 


Function    Condominiums  Commercial 

Manager                       1  1 
Assistant  Manager  3 
Clerk  1 

Restaurant  Workers  17 

Commercial  Shop  Workers  138 

Janitors                      4  2 

Security                      4  0 

Mechanical                   4  1 


Elderly- 
Housing 


1 
0 
1 


Total 
3 
3 
1 
17 
138 
7 
4 
6 


Total 


17 


159 


179 


Personal  communication,  T.K.  Kutay,  Ocean  Beach  Associates, 
13  November  1978. 
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TABLE  7 


Estimated  Municipal  Revenues 

Annual  City  of 

Estimated  San  Francisco 

Tax  Revenue  Annual  Tax  Revenue 

(Projected  City  Share  (Projected 


Tax  Revenue  Source        Actual  $  in  1985)      (Percent)     Actual  $ . in  1985) 


Property  Tax"^ 

$ 

890,000 

642 

$  570,000 

Sales  Tax 
(commercial 
sales ) 

610,000^ 

15.4 

94,000 

Payroll  Taxes  ^ 

15,000 

100 

15,000 

Total 

$ 

1,515,000 

$  679,000 

For  the  computation  of  property  tax  revenue,  it  is  assiamed 
that  the  market  value  is  equal  to  the  estimated  sales  price  of  all 
the  units  in  1985.     Estimated  sales  price  is  based  on  an  average 
unit  price  of  $94,000  in  1978  dollars,  inflated  at  8%  per  year  to 
1985.     It  is  furthermore  assumed  that  the  tax  rate  could  be  highly 
variable  by  1984,  but  for  purposes  of  the  analysis  it  was  computed 
at  1%  of  market  value. 

2 

Property  taxes  are  collected  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  BART,  and 
other  miscellaneous  special  districts.     The  City  of  San  Francisco 
receives  64%. 

3 

Based  on  a  sales  tax  rate  of  6.5  percent  for  the  State  of 
California.     Amount  of  sales  is  based  on  the  68,000  square  feet  of 
restaurant  and  shop  space. 

^Payroll  is  assumed  as  14.5  percent  of  $9.4  million  sales  in 
1985.     The  payroll  taxes  are  1.1%  of  the  gross  payroll. 
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Most  of  the  potential  employment  positions  would 
be  created  by  the  commercial  space.     The  other  positions 
would  be  related  to  the  management  and  maintenance  of  the 
condominium,  senior  housing,  and  the  club  facilities.  Other 
jobs  related  to  the  project  would  be  part-time  and  would 
probably  be  done  on  a  contractural  basis.     These  would  include 
jobs  associated  with  gardening,  pool  cleaning,  elevator  maintenance, 
further  secruity  patrol  and  outdoor  maintenance. 

3 .  Revenues 

Municipal  tax  revenues  to  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  generated  by  the  proposed  project  are  estimated 
for  a  typical  year  after  completion  of  development  in  Table 
7.     When  the  proposed  project  is  fully  implemented,  the  total 
revenues  to  the  City  would  be  $679,000   (1985  dollars)  compared 
to  $37,000  in  present  annual  tax  revenues. 

The  projected  revenue  does  not  include  the  1-1/2%  tax 
of  selling  the  condominium  units.     This  is  not  an  annual 
tax,  but  is  paid  only  at  the  time  of  sale  of  each  unit. 
The  estimated  revenue  to  the  City  from  the  initial  sale  of 
the  condominum  units  is  $1.3  million   (1985  dollars). 


4 .     Municipal  Costs 

Increases  in  annual  municipal  capital  and  operating  costs 
due  to  the  development  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  estimated 
at  $2,000   (1978  dollars)   as  shown  below.     The  project  sponsor 
would  provide  on-site  and  off-site  capital  improvements  related 
to  municipal  services  including  the  MUNI  turn-around  and  street 
lights,  and  installation  of  sewers,  water  mains,  and  storm 
drains  to  connect  with  existing  municipal  systems. 

Based  on  the  current  experience  of  each  of  the  City 
Departments  involved  and  the  characteristics  of  the  capital 
improvements  provided  by  the  developer,  the  following  increases 
in  municipal  costs  are  estimated: 
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Table  8 
Estimated  Municipal  Costs 

Increase  in  Annual  Municipal 
Urban  Service  Operating  Costs   (1978  Dollars) 

Police  Protection  Miminal"^ 

2 

Fire  Protection  Minimal 

Water  and  Sewer  Service  Operation  paid  for  by 

sewer  charge 

3 

Street  Maintenance  &  Cleaning  $2,000 


Based  on  communications  with  Lt.  Thomas  O'Donnel,  San 
Francisco  Police  Department,  September  1978. 

2 

Based  on  communications  with  Asst.  Fire  Chief  Rose, 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department  September  1978. 

3 

Estimate  given  by  Scott  Shoaf  Public  Works,  and  Tom 
O'Brian,  Street  Cleaning  Division,  Public  Works,  September 
1978  . 
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0.     GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACTS 

When  fully  implemented,  the  proposed  project  would 
house  approximately  1,300  people   (including  about  131  in 
the  senior  housing)   and  would  provide  about  159  new  jobs, 
primarily  restaurant  and  commercial  shop  positions.  The 
project  sponsor  expects  potential  residents  to  be  principally 
couples  in  the  45-65  age  groups  and  secondarily  couples  under 
45  years.     Most  of  the  workers  are  expected  to  come  from 
San  Francisco,  with  some  from  northern  San  Mateo  County  as 
well  as  the  East  Bay. 

The  population  in  San  Francisco  is  gradually  decreasing 
and  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  contribute  to  growth 
inducement  in  the  City.     Most  potential  residents  would  probably 
come  from  outside  the  Richmond  District,  however,  and  would 
place  an  additional  demand  for  secondary  services  provided 
in  the  area,   including  food  goods,  transportation,  and  public 
service  facilities.     Consumer  sales  in  the  Richmond  District 
would  be  expected  to  increase. 

P.     COMMUNITY  CONCERNS 

Several  public  hearings  and  community  meetings  on  the 
project  have  been  held: 

20  April  1978 — A  public  hearing  was  held  before  the 
City  Planning  Commission,  on  request  of  the  Mayor's  office, 
to  examine  various  uses  which  had  been  proposed  for  the  Playland- 
at-the-Beach  site. 

27  April  1978 — A  community  meeting  chaired  by  Supervisor 
Gordon  Lau  was  held  at  St.  Thomas  the  Apostle  School  to  present 
the  proposed  project  to  Richmond  District  Residents,  and  to 


Unpublished  marketing  survey  prepared  by  the  project 
sponsor.  Ocean  Beach  Associates,  August  1978. 
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elicit  concerns  and  questions  about  future  development  on  the 
site . 

13  July  1978 — A  second  community  meeting  chaired  by 
Supervisor  Lau  was  held  at  St.  Thomas  the  Apostle  School  at 
which  the  proposed  project  was  again  presented  to  the  public. 
Supervisor  Dianne  Feinstein  and  Amy  Meyer  of  People  for  a  Golden 
Gate  National  Recreation  Area  presented  opposing  views  on  the 
project . 

10  August  1978 — A  public  hearing  was  held  before  the 
City  Planning  Commission  on  an  appeal  of  the  Planning  Department 
requirement  that  an  EIR  be  prepared  for  the  proposed  project. 
Neighborhood  groups  and  staff  of  the  North  Central  Regional 
Coastal  Commission  supported  the  requirement  for  an  EIR;  the 
Commission  voted  to  uphold  the  Department's  requirement  (Resolution 
No.   8042)  . 

24  May  1979 — A  Community  meeting  was  held  by  project 
sponsor  at  St.  Thomas  the  Apostle  School  to  present  information 
about  the  proposed  project  and  answer  questions  from  the  community 
cncerning  the  project  design. 

In  addition,  conversations  have  occurred  between  residents 
of  the  area  and  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  EIR  consultants 
during  the  months  of  August  1978  through  May  1979. 

A  number  of  community  groups  and  individuals  have  expressed 
views  on  the  project.     In  general,  concern  appears  to  be  divided 
between  those  who  view  the  project  as  an  opportunity  to  increase 
the  housing  supply  in  San  Francisco  and  contribute  revenues 
to  the  City,   and  those  who  value  the  park  and  recreation  potential 
of  the  site  and  want  to  preserve  it  as  public  open  space. 
The  attitudes  of  several  representative  community  groups  are 
presented  below. 

People  for  a  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  ARea  is 
an  organization  devoted  to  supporting  development  of  the  GGNRA. 
The  organization  advocates  preservation  of  the  headlands  of 
the  Golden  Gate  in  public  open  space  in  perpetuity.     The  organization 
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opposes  the  proposed  project  because  it  would  like  the  entire 
site  to  serve  as  a  buffer  between  the  Ocean  and  the  urbanized 
residential  area  of  the  City."^    A  broad  buffer  strip  of  open 
space  would  provide  more  flexible  recreational  use  of  the  area. 
Some  low-key  coastal-related  recreational  facilities  could 
be  developed  in  the  flat  areas  with  trail  access  to  Sutro  Heights 
Park  and  Land's  End. 

San  Franciso  Tomorrow  supports  acquisition  of  Parcel 
4  for  the  GGNRA  and  is  concerned  with  traffic  impact  of  development 
in  the  area.^ 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  has 
supported  Federal  legislation  to  add  the  area  north  of  Balboa 
Street  to  the  GGNRA  top  preserve  the  integrity  of  Sutro  Heights 
bluff.     The  organization  is  not  opposed  to  development  on  Parcels 
1,  2  and  3."^. 

The  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (P.A.R.) 

opposes  high-density  residential  development  on  the  site  and 

4 

advocates  open  space  as  the  most  acceptable  use.       P.A.R.  prepared 

a  neighborhood  plan,  the  Richmond  District  Improvement  Plan, 

in  1972.     This  Plan  contains  a  number  of  policies  concerning 

maintenance  of  family-type  housing  and  provision  of  housing 

for  various  socioeconomic  groups.     The  Residence  section  suggests 


Telephone  conversation  between  EIP  and  Amy  Meyer,  4 
August  1978. 

2 

Testimony  by  Diane  Hunter  at  20  April  1978  Planning 
Commission  Public  Hearing. 

3 

Testimony  by  Mina  Eloesser,  Sierra  Club  Bay  Chapter 
repre-sentative,-  at  20  April  1978  Planning  Commission  Public 
Hear  ing . 

4 

Testimony  by  Arden  Danekas,  President  of  P.A.R.,  at 
20  April  1978  Planning  Commission  Public  Hearing. 
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down-zoning  in  some  areas   (some  of  which  was  implemented  in 
the  1978  residential  rezoning  ordinance) ,  and  recommends  use 
of  controls  that  would  make  new  construction  sympathetic  with 
existing  neighborhood  character,  such  as  required  buidling 
setbacks  conforming  to  those  existing,  bay  windows  with  glass 
on  all  sides  and  restricted  length  and  number  of  curb  cuts. 
The  Plan  recommends  use  of  street  rights  of  way  for  recreational 
facilities  and  encourages  safe  crossing  to  Ocean  Beach;  it 
discourages  increased  housing  density  in  the  Richmond  District 
and  recommends  improving  transit  and  reducing  auto  traffic 
on  residential  streets.''"    The  proposed  project  is  consistent 
with  policies  for  family-type  housing,  proposing  over  60%two- 
bedroom  or  larger  dwelling  units,  with  policies  for  use  of 
street  rights-of-way,  proposing  closing  one  block  of  Cabrillo 
to  all  vehicular  traffic  and  one  block  of  La  Playa  to  all  but 
bus  and  emergency  vehicles;  and  with  some  policies  for  design 
compatibility,  such  as  minimal  curb  cuts  and  all-glass  modified 
bay  windows.     However,  the  project  would  provide  housing  at 
a  higher  density  than  that  generally  found  in  the  Richmond 
and  would  provide  buildings  of  a  somewhat  larger  scale  than 
the  surrounding  row-houses.     The  higher  density  and  larger 
scale  would  be  partially  offset  by  the  additional  private  open 
space  in  the  plazas  between  buildings  and  by  underground  parking 
V7hich  would  allow  dwelling  units  rather  than  garage  space  on 
the  ground  level. 


The  Plan  also  recommends  use  of  traffic  diverters  to 
provide  for  protected  residential  streets.     This  plan  was 
implemented  by  the  City  in  1975  but  was  vigorously  opposed 
by  many  Richmond  residents;   the  diverters  were  removed  in 
1976  following  a  public  vote  against  them. 
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0  The  Committee  to  Save  Ocean  Beach,  a  group  of  Richmond 

residents  especially  concerned  with  the  nature  of  development 

at  the  proposed  project  site,  has  been  discussing  the  site  for 

several  years  and  is  now  a  Committee  of  P.A.R.     The  Committee 

would  like  whatever  development  that  occurs  on  the  site  to 

'serve  people,  enhance  the  environment  and  not  be  a  radical 

departure  from  the  historical  use  of  the  area  or  from  the  mix 

of  housing/commercial  development  in  the  neighborhood.'"^ 

The  Committee  favors  acquisition  of  all  of  Parcel  4  by  GGNRA 

and  is  opposed  to  high-density  development  on  Parcels  1,  2,  and  3. 

Isues  of  concern  include  view  blockage,  cost  of  City  services 

without  offset  by  tax  revenues,  increased  traffic,  and  potential 

for  trampling  of  plants  in  Sutro  Heights  Park  because  of 

2 

the  larger  number  of  people  likely  to  use  the  park. 

#  Committee  members  worked  with  designers  to  develop 
alternative  site  plans  for  the  proposed  area.     The  alternatives 
were  given  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  29  June 

1979,  were  presented  at  the  12  July  1979  public  hearing  on 

the  Draft  EIR  and  are  described  and  analyzed  in  the  Alternatives 

Chapter,  pages  167a  to  168. 

•  The  Richmond  District  Council  supports  housing  as 

the  most  appropriate  use  of  the  site,  as  they  contend  there 

is  sufficient  open  space  in  the  area.     It  is  the  councils 

opinion  that  the  proposed  project  would  relieve  the  housing 

3 

shortage  and,  thereby,  help  reduce  the  cost  of  housing. 


•  Testimony  by  Barbara  Turner,  Chairperson  of  the  Committee, 
at  the  12  ,July    1979  public  hearing  of  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

•  Presentation  by  Niels  Erch,  13  July  1978  public  meetings- 
meeting  of  City  Planning  staff  and  Committee  members,  21 

May  1979;  testimony  by  Barbara  Turner,  12  July  1979  public 
hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

3 

Testimony  by  Ed  Lawson,  President  of  the  Richmond  District 
Council,  at  20  April  1978  Planning  Commission  Public  Hearing. 
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The  Rossi  Park  Property  Owners  Association  favors 
the  project  because  it  would  add  to  the  housing  stock  in 
San  Francisco.     In  particular,  the  organization  wants  quality 
rental  housing  to  be  provided  by  the  project."'' 


Testimony  by  Patrick  Walsh,  President,  Rossi  Park  Property 
Owners  Association,  at  10  August  1978  Planning  Commission 
Public  Hearing. 
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CHAPTER  V 
MITIGATION  MEASURES 


A.     RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE 

Mitigation  measures  incorporated  in  the  project  include 
recreational  facilities  available  to  the  public  and  public 
open  space  between  Parcels  2  and  3  and  between  Parcels  1 
and  3 . 

Two  mitigation  measures  which  are  outside  the  physical 
limits  of  the  project  could  improve  pedestrian  access  to 
adjacent  recreation  and  open  space  areas.     The  project  sponsor 
has  indicated  his  willingness  to  discuss  potential  participa- 
tion in  the  cost  of  these  improvements.     The  first  would 
involve  emphasizing  pedestrian  access  from  the  mall  at  the 
end  of  Cabrillo  Street  to  Ocean  Beach  by  visually  defining 
a  pedestrian  right-of-way  crossing  the  Great  Highway.  This 
would  be  done  by  using  a  paving  material  different  from  that 
used  to  surface  the  Great  Highway,  providing  plant  materials 
of  increased  height  and  different  color  relative  to  other 
planting  in  the  area,  and/or  installing  stop  signs  or  traffic 
signals  to  denote  the  area  as  one  of  pedestrian  activity. 
The  need  for  and  appropriateness  of  new  signals  and  signs 
would  be  evaluated  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works.  Install- 
ation would  depend  on  placement  on  the  priority  list  for 
such  installations  and  the  availability  of  funds,  unless 
required  of  the  project  sponsor  as  part  of  project  approval. 
The  City  could  require  the  project  approval.     This  decision 
would  be  part  of  the  City  Planning  Commission's  conditional 
use  permit  determination. 

The  second  measure  would  involve  additional  planning 
and  design  to  establish  pedestrian  access  to  Sutro  Heights 
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Park  along  the  east  margin  of  Parcel  4,  as  suggested  in  the 
City  Planning  Draft  Guidelines  for  Development.  Planning 
and  design  would  require  participation  by  the  project  sponsor, 
the  Coastal  Commission,  the  National  Park  Service,  and  the 
City  of  San  Francisco. 
#  A  third  possible  mitigation  measure  outside  the  project 

boundaries  was  suggested  by  community  representatives  and  is 
under  consideration  by  City  staff  and  project  sponsor.  An 
approximately  30  to  50  foot  wide  planted  buffer  strip  would 
be  created  from  the  western  edge  of  the  property  extending 
into  the  Great  Highway.     The  strip  would  run  from  Fulton  Street 
to  Balboa  or  a  few  hundred  feet  further  north.     The  area  would 
create  additional  public  recreational  open  space  and  would 
establish  a  visual  and  physical  link  between  Golden  Gate  Park 
and  Sutro  Heights  Park.     The  landscaping  would  be  suitable 
to  the  coastal  climate  and  would  be  determined  working  with  ^ 
staff  of  the  City's  Recreation  and  Park  Department.     The  areas 
would  include  a  pedestrian  trail  connecting  the  two  parks  and 
pathways  leading  to  the  Great  Highway  and  the  beach  and  could 
include  a  jogging  path  and/or  equestrian  trail.     In  order  to 
provide  the  30  to  50  foot  wide  space,  the  6  traffic  lanes  of 
the  Great    Highway  would  need  to  be  reduced  to  4 ,  2  in  each 
direciton,  and  these  traffic  lanes  and  center  parking  area 
would  need  to  be  moved  westward.     The  existing  curbside  parking 
along  the  east  edge  of  the  road  could  be  eliminated  to  provide 
the  larger  width. 
•  A  4-lane  Great  Highway  and  parking  reduction  in  the 

area  north  of  Lincoln  Way  were  generally  discussed  in  the  Final 
EIR  EE75.304  Westside  Transport  Storage  Project  (certified 
28  July  1977),  pp  147-152  and  155g-157.     As  the  Great  Highway 
is  City  property,  the  changes  proposed  would  require  a  finding 
of  conformity  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  action  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  and  action 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.     The  proposal  would  also  require 
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a  permit  from  the  North  Central  Regional  Coastal  Commission. 
Project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  share  in  funding  development 
and  landscaping  the  area  and  to  work  with  the  City  to  obtain 
project  approvals  and  additional  funding  for  the  remainder 
of  the  proposal. 

B.     VISUAL  QUALITY 

1 .  Architectural  Compatibility 

The  project  sponsor  has  not  prepared  detailed  plans 
for  landscape  development.     However,  street  trees  and  trees 
to  be  installed  in  raised  planters  are  being  provided  along 
the  sidewalk  fronting  the  Great  Highway,  Balboa,  Cabrillo, 
Fulton  and  the  west  side  of  La  Playa  between  Cabrillo  and  Fulton. 

On-site  tree  planting  would  include  the  plazas  of  Parcels 

2,  3  and  4,  courtyards,  both  sides  of  La  Playa  between  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo,  and  the  east  side  of  Parcel  1. 

A  list  of  trees,  shrubs,  groundcovers  and  vines  that 
are  resistant  to  sand,  winds,  and  salt  has  been  prepared  by 
Guzzardo  and  Associates,  landscape  architects.     The  landscape 
architects  will  select  from  this  plant  list  in  the  landscape 
design.     The  following  comments  indicate  how  the  landscape 
design  would  be  developed: 

The  landscaping  must  provide  obstacles  to  sand,  wind 
and  salt  that  will  not  detract  from  the  ocean  view  yet  will 
provide  a  successful  barricade  against  these  three.     Here  it 
is  not  necessarily  storms  but  the  more  or  less  constant  winds 
that  present  the  major  landscape  difficulty. 

It  is  essential  to  the  development  that  the  view  be  respected, 
meaning  that  the  ocean  remains  the  focal  point  of  the  project. 
To  this  end  vistas  must  be  maintained  but  may  be  designed  in 
an  oblique  way  so  that  winds  are  channeled  through  these  view 
corridors  away  from  or  lifted  above  the  living/pedestrian  areas. 
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#  Botanists  who  study  the  problem  of  opposing  the  sea 
with  battlements  of  living  plants  divide  the  difficulties  into 
three  belts.     The  toughest  plants  grow  by  the  sea;   the  second 
group,  slightly  less  vigorous,  comes  next,  and  the  more  tender 
plants  follow  in  belt  3. 

#  Belt  1  is  the  front  line  of  defense  and  this  is  composed 
of  plants  which  can  survive  under  the  most  rigorous  conditions. 
They  must  tolerate  salt  in  the  sand,  be  uninjured  by  salt  spray 
even  if  coated  white  with  crystals  or  washed  by  sea  water  itself. 
They  must  also  withstand  sandblasting  for  short  times.  And 

in  doing  all  this  they  must  keep  their  appearance. 

•  Belt  2  is  an  area  protected  by  belt  1  plants,  natural 
barriers  like  a  sand  bank  and  boulders,  or  by  artificial  barriers, 
such  as  walls,  fences,  screens  and  buildings.     Plants  in  this 
belt  will  tolerate  salt  in  the  soil  and  air  if  little  wind 

is  behind  it  and  as  such  they  require  wind  protection. 

•  Belt  3  is  a  more  amenable  area  further  back  from  the 
sea  where  there  is  just  a  bit  of  salt  in  the  soil  and  air  but 
none  of  the  rough  treatment  of  belts  1  and  2..     Here,  since 
soil  conditions  are  more  normal,  more  tender,  colorful  plants 
grow  as  long  as  soil  is  kept  light  so  any  trace  of  salt  is 

washed  away  and  if  plants  are  kept  washed  of  any  salt  accumulations 
on  the  plant  itself. 

#  These  three  belts  are  readily  distinguishable  at  Ocean 
Beach  by  the  plant  material  growing  in  each.     Many  of  the  plants 
mentioned  in  the  plant  list  are  to  be  found  in  this  area  or 
similar  belts  within  the  Bay  Area. 

•  In  the  proposed  development  there  is  already  a  certain 
amount  of  wind  protection  afforded  by  the  elevation  change 
and  the  sea  wall.     Belt  1  trees  will  be  used  as  street  tree 
planting  along  the  project  side  of  Great  Highway.     As  the  plans 
indicate  there  will  then  be  a  wall  or  screen  interrupted  by 

a  variety  of  further  planting.     This  may  be  a  porous  screen 
or  hedge  as  they  both  divert  and  weaken  the  wind's  energy. 
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within  the  project  it  is  planned  to  have  offset  clumps  of  trees 
and  hedges  for  wind  control  and  to  preserve  views.     A  variety 
of  materials  may  be  used  to  obtain  this.     And  within  the  develop- 
ment where  greater  wind  protection  is  to  be  had  the  plant  range 
and  diversity  will  vary  accordingly."^ 

2.  Views 

Views  east  from  the  project  toward  the  Safeway  store 

and  adjacent  parking  areas  would  be  mitigated  by  planting  trees 

along  La  Playa  Street.     Views  toward  the  structure  on  Parcel  1 

and  the  MUNI  bus  turnaround  would  be  enhanced  by  tree  plantings 

proposed  between  Parcel  1  and  adjacent  residences  to  the  east. 

These  trees  would  be  planted  in  10  foot  wide  buffer  strip  to 

2 

be  provided  as  a  part  of  the  project. 

The  restriction  of  structures  to  the  flat  portion  of 
Parcel  4  would  visually  preserve  the  existing  slopes  leading 


Statement  from  Lyle  Fredrickson,  Guzzardo  and  Associates, 
received  2  August  1979. 

2 

Mr.  Steve  House,  Sandy/Babcock ,  Architects  and  Planners, 
telephone  conversation,  18  October  1978. 
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up  to  Sutro  Heights  Park   (see  Section  VII. C,  page  157).  Open 
space  surrounding  the  project  would  be  expanded  relative  to 
the  proposed  project  and  the  park  landscape  would  be  seen  to 
extend  downward  to  the  Great  Highway  in  sympathy  with  the  existing 
landform.     The  project  sponsor  has  considered  this  mitigation 
measure  and  it  is  presented  as  an  alternative  and  discussed 
further  in  Section  VII. C,  page  157. 

Rooftops  surfaced  with  gravel  could  be  light  tan  to 
light  gray  in  color  to  blend  with  existing  surroundings.  The 
project  sponsor  has  not  made  a  decision  on  the  color  of  roofing 
material.     The  choice  of  color  could  be  established  as  a  condition 
of  design  approval. 

3 .     Night  Lighting 

To  establish  area  lighting  that  provides  the  maximum 
of  safety  and  the  minimum  interference  with  nightime  views 
from  higher  elevations  around  the  project  area,  the  project 
sponsor  has  agreed  to  consult  a  specialist  in  lighting  design 
who  would  be  consulted  to  determine  the  location  and  intensity 
of  the  lights  and  prescribe  the  type  of  light  to  be  used. 
The  project  sponsor  has  not  yet  established  terms  of  the  consultant 
contract.     In  that  study,  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  effect  of  fog  on  lighting  needs. 

Exterior  lighting  should  be  placed  in  such  a  way  as 
to  avoid  point  sources  of  light  that  would  interfere  with  the 
vision  of  motorists.     If  the  conditional  use  permit  is  approved, 
the  project  sponsor  will  decide  whether  and  how  to  implement 
this  measure  during  the  final  project  design  process. 
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C .  GEOLOGY 

To  mitigate  the  potential  for  increased  erosion  and 
slope  instability  and  to  prevent  damage  to  structures  in  the 
sloped  areas  of  Parcel  4,  retaining  walls  would  be  constructed; 
the  walls  would  extend  under  ground  and  be  tied  to  bedrock. 
(For  further  slope  stabilization  mitigation  measures,  see 
Section  V.E,  below.)     To  prevent  failure  of  the  slopes  the 
angle  of  repose  for  sand  and  the  Colma  Formation  material  should 
not  be  exceeded.     The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  incorporate 
this  measure  in  the  project  design. 

D .  HYDROLOGY 

The  potential  groundwater  build-up  behind  the  proposed 
building  foundations  on  Parcels  2  and  3  would  be  mitigated 
by  employing  a  "gravel  blanket"  under  the  project  site  from 
the  eastern  to  the  western  boundary;   this  would  allow  the 
groundwater  to  percolate  under  the  project  site  on  its  path 
toward  the  ocean.     On  Parcel  4  groundwater  build-up  could 
occur  along  the  north  and  eastern  sides  of  the  proposed  struc- 
tures.    The  proposed  retaining  walls  up-slope  from  the  buildings 
could  further  aggravate  this  problem.     To  mitigate  the  ground- 
water build-up,   "gravel  blankets"  would  be  constructed  under 
the  foundations,  and  drains  would  be  installed  behind  the 
retaining  wall  to  prevent  localized  ponding  and  increase 
of  water  table  beyond  the  property  line. 

E.  VEGETATION 

The  landscaping  of  the  proposed  project  site  would 
replace  existing  plants  and  could  enhance  the  area's  appearance. 
Landscape  plants  would  differ  from  the  existing  vegetation 
and  would  provide  habitat  for  a  different  mix  of  wildlife 
than  that  which  is  now  using  the  site. 
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Introduction  of  the  cultivated  "garden"  species  of 
vegetation  could  atract  more  birds,  such  as  the  songbirds 
that  are  common  inhabitants  of  the  urban  environment.  A 
diverse  composition  of  plants  would  attract  diverse  wildlife 
species.     The  more  landscaping  done,  the  more  food  and  cover 
habitat  would  be  available  for  wildlife. 

Limiting  disturbance  of  plants  on  the  bluff  face 
on  Parcel  4  during  construction  would  allow  existing  plants 
to  continue  to  retard  erosion.     Hydromulching"^  would  be  used 
to  stabilize  hillside  soil  after  construction.     Native,  sand- 
stabilizing  plants  would  be  used  in  revegetation  so  as  not 
to  invade  the  established  dune  tansy  population  farther  up 
on  the  meadow.     These  plants  could  include  dune  grass,  sand 
verbena,  sea  rocket,  bush  lupine,  and  beach  strawberry.  The 
exact  speecies  to  be  installed  would  be  determined  during 
the  development  of  the  landscaping  plan  following  project 
approval.     Irrigation  equipment  would  be  installed  to  provide 
maintenance  of  hillside  landscaping,   in  addition  to  the  remainder 
of  the  project  plantings. 

Success  of  a  revegetation  program  would  depend  on 
continued  maintenance  and  protection  of  plants  from  human 
trampling. 

As  development  of  the  project  site  would  increase 
human  activity  in  the  dune  meadow  (see  Section     IV. G),  Vegetation, 
page  92) ,  some  measures  would  have  to  be  taken  to  protect  the 


Hydromulching :     A  method  of  applying  a  combination 
of  seed,  fertilizer,  and  mulch  in  water.     The  mixture  is 
drilled  into  the  slope  with  a  hard  spray  of  water  from  a 
hose.     Given  an  adequate  water  supply,  hydromulching  is  inex- 
pensive.    It  eliminates  heavy  equipment  and  walking  on  the 
area  seeded,   thereby  promoting  slope  stability.     The  seed 
area  must  be  irrigated  from  time  to  time  for  seeds  to  sprout 
and  grow. 
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dune  tansy  population.  The  National  Park  Service  has  suggested 
three  possibilities:''"  . 

1.  Increase  public  awareness  of  the  problem  through 
the  use  of  signs  and  an  education  program. 

2.  Designate  specific  trails  to  limit  disturbance. 

3.  Limit  use  of  the  area  by  designating  it  a  natural 
area. 

These  measures  would  need  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
National  Park  Servce,  and  the  project  sponsor  has  indicated 
his  willingness  to  discuss  the  coordination  of  these  measures 
with  the  proposed  project. 

F.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Although  there  are  no  known  archaeological  resources 
on  the  site,  the  possibility  still  exists  that  yet  undetected 
subsurface  archaeological  materials  could  be  uncovered  during 
construction.     If  such  archaeological  remains  are  uncovered, 
the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  halt  construction  activity 
for  up  to  two  weeks  to  allow  members  of  a  representative 
Native  American  organization  and  a  qualified  archaeologist 
to  investigate  the  site. 

G.  TRANSPORTATION 

1 .     Construction  Mitigation  Measures 

During  construction,  trucks  would  be  limited  primarily 
to  access  routes  on  Fulton  Street,  Point  Lobos  Avenue,  and 


Based  on  conversations  with  Nancy  Stone,  Park  Technician, 
and  with  David  Rung,  Supervising  Park  Technician,  U.S.  National 
Park  Service,  17  November  1978. 
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the  Great  Highway  to  avoid  impacting  the  principally  residen- 
tial streets  of  Balboa  and  Cabrillo. 

2 .     Operational  Mitigation  Measures 

To  reduce  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  generated  by 
the  retail  facilities,  the  developer  is  prepared  to  provide 
secure  bicycle  storage  and  lock-up  facilities  on  the  closed, 
pedestrian  section  of  La  Playa  Street,  thus  encouraging  retail 
trips  to  the  project  to  be  made  by  bicycle  rather  than  by 
car.     The  developer  would  also  provide  secure  bicycle  storage 
for  the  residential  element  of  the  project. 

The  condominium  element  of  the  proposed  project  might 

be  suitable  for  the  implementation  of  either  a  van-pooling 

or  car-pooling  program.     The  greatest  potential  would  probably 

lie  with  a  car-pooling  program,  due  to  the  relatively  short 

(about  seven  miles)   travel  distance  from  the  project  to  downtown 

San  Francisco.     (A  general  rule  of  thumb  used  by  RIDES'''  is 

that  a  round  trip  of  30  or  more  miles  is  necessary  for  a 

viable  van-pool;  otherwise  capital  cost  repayments  constuitute 

a  disproportionate  part  of  van-pool  costs.)   For  a  van-pool 

from  the  project  to  downtown  San  Francisco,  the  average  roundtrip 

2 

cost  per  passenger  is  estimated  at  $1.44.  This  would  be 
more  expensive  than  riding  MUNI,  but  cheaper  than  driving 
alone  and  parking  in  the  downtown. 


RIDES  is  a  non-profit  corporation  designed  to  promote 
ride-sharing  in  the  10-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  principally 
through  "pay  as  you  go"  van-pooling  carrying  passengers  to 
a  common  destination. 

2 

Fixed  costs  of  $390/month   (includes  lease,  insurance, 
tax,  registration,  etc.)   +  $32.34  variable  cost  per  month 
(llC/mile  X  14  miles  round  trip  x  21  working  days/month) 
=  total  monthly  cost  of  $422.34.     Assuming  14  riders/day 
and  21  working  days  =  $1.44  per  round  trip.  Information 
supplied  by  Charna  Staten,  Rides  for  Bay  Area  Commuters, 
Inc.,   100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  19th  Floor,  San  Francisco. 
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The  effectiveness  of  either  a  van-pool  or  car-pool 
program  would  depend  on  the  work  destinations  of  the  condominium 
residents.     The  project  sponsor,  who  would  carry  no  liability 
or  financial  responsibility,   is  prepared  to  promote  both 
van-pooling  and  car-pooling  and  to  act  as  an  intermediary 
in  an  evaluation  of  the  potential  for  a  RIDES  program  (for 
example,  distribute  and  collect  questionnaires  for  the  RIDES 
program  to  evaluate) , 

Additional  measures  to  reduce  vehicle  usage  to  and 
from  the  project  would  include  the  posting  of  transit  schedules 
at  prominent  locations  in  the  development,  particularly  in 
the  retail  outlets.     The  project  sponsor  would  also  attempt 
to  ensure  that  MUNI  passes,  would  be  available  for  purchase 
from  at  least  some  of  the  retail  outlets. 

The  project  could  potentially  increase  the  evening 
peak-hour  load  factor  of  Route  31  Balboa  above  the  MUNI  standard 
of  1.5  to  1.6  under  worst-case  assumptions   (see  Section  IV. I. 5, 
page  104) .     In  such  an  event,  one  additional  peak-hour  run 
would  be  required  to  maintain  the  1.5  load  factor  service 
standard.     This  additional  run  would  probably  have  to  be 
provided  by  reducing  service  levels  elsewhere  in  the  City. 

The  increase  in  traffic  on  Balboa  Street  and  48th 
Avenue  due  to  the  project  would  increase  the  flow  of  traffic 
through  the  Balboa/48th  Avenue  intersection  from  a  total 
of  about  200  vehicles  per  hour  without  the  project  to  about 
460  vehicles  with  the  project.     Due  to  the  steep  gradient 
of  Balboa  Street  west  of  this  intersection,  the  current  2- 
way  stop  should  be  replaced  with  a  4-way  stop  provision. 
This  measure  would  not  interfere  with  transit  service,  as 
no  transit  is  scheduled  on  this  street.     The  developer  has 
agreed  to  apply  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  for  such 
a  provision,  and  the  Department  would  make  recommendations 
based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  need  and  effectiveness  of  the 
facility.     The  cost  would  have  to  be  borne  by  either  the 
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developer  or  come  from  the  City  budget  based  upon  an  evaluation 
by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  whether  the  facility 
was  necessary  or  not  without  the  project. 

H.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

I .  Microclimate 

A  wind-tunnel  test  of  the  project  as  proposed  was 
conducted  to  determine  the  need  for  design  changes  or  additions 
to  provide  comfortable  outdoor  conditions  near  the  site. 
The  suggested  measures  are: 

Reorient  project  buildings  from  east-west  to  north- 
south  to  provide  shelter  between  buildings.  This 
measure  would  interfere  with  one,  project  objective, 
i.e.,  to  maximize  views  from  residential  units,  and 
is  unacceptable  to  the  project  sponsor. 

-      Provide  additional  landscape  planting  within  pedestrian 
areas.     This  measure  is  acceptable  to  the  project 
sponsor  and  has  been  incorporated  in  the  project 
design . 

If  Parcel  4  is  left  undeveloped  and  remains  a  part 
of  the  project,  place  a  windbreak  of  trees  or  hedges 
along  the  north  side  of  Balboa  Street  to  provide 
shelter  at  the  north  end  off  the  retail  mall  and 
along  Balboa  Street.     Project  sponsor  wold  decide 
whether  or  not  to  implement  this  mitigation  measure 
after  a  determination  is  made  as  to  the  status  of 
Parcel  4. 

2 .     Air  Quality 

Watering  is  the  normal  method  of  dust  control  on 
construction  site.     The  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
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requires  that  measures  be  taken  to  reduce  dust  generation, 
specifically  watering  down  demolition  materials  and  soils. 
An  effective  watering  program  (complete  coverage  twice  daily) 
would  reduce  emmissions  by  about  50%.     Other  possible  control 
measures  include: 

Scheduling  of  major  dust-generating  activities  in 
the  early  morning,  when  winds  are  low. 

Construction  phasing  such  that  major  earthmoving 
and  demolition  activities  occur  during  late  fall, 
winter,  and  early  spring  months   (when  soil  has  maximum 
moisture  content) . 

Physical  covering  of  storage  piles. 

The  project  sponsor  would  agree  to  the  incorproation 
of  all  these  measures  in  the  construction  of  the  project 
as  long  as  no  material  delay  in  the  construction  program 
would  result. 

I.  NOISE 

1 .     Construction  Noise 

The  project  sponsor  would  include  a  clause  in  the 
construction  contract  requiring  the  contractor  to  use  construction 
equipment  which  meets  the  noise  emission  limits  in  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 

Stationary  engine-powered  equipment  such  as  air  com- 
pressors and  dewatering  pumps  would  be  operated  on 
the  west  and  south  portions  of  the  project  site  so 
that  the  existing  homes  on  the  north  and  east  receive 
minimum  noise  exposure 
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Nearby  residential  streets  would  not  be  used  for 
haul  truck  routes. 

Construction  operation  hours  would  be  limited  from 
7  a.m.   to  5  p.m. 

The  project  sponsor  would  encourage  the  contractor 

to  be  a  "good  neighbor"  through  utilization  of  technically 

feasible  and  economically  reasonable  noise  control 

measures.     Furthermore,   if  the  contractor  persisted 

in  violating  the  noise  ordinance  and  complaints  were 

received  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  City 

could  withdraw  the  building  permit. 

Project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  limit  construction 
activities  to  weekdays. 

2 .     Operations  Noise  and  Land  Use  Compatibility 

The  State  of  California  Noise  Insulation  Standards  require 
that  an  acoustical  report  be  accomplished  for  multi-family  residen- 
tial housing  if  the  eterior  noise  environment  exceeds  60  CNEL"'' 
(Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level,  a  measurement  comparable  to 
L^^) .     The  acoustical  evaluation  must  be  accomplished  by  a  qualified 
acoustical  expert  and  is  reviewed  by  the  local  jurisdiction.  This 
acoustical  report  would  require  an  in-depth  evaluation  of  the 
possible  noise  mitigation  measures  included  below.     The  developer 
would  be  required  to  incorporate  mitigation  measures  to  reduce 
the  interior  CNEL  to  45  dB.     The  possible  means  of  achieving 
this  interior  noise  level  are  listed  below: 

Install  acoustical  glazing  and  forced  air  ventilation  in 
the  project  residences  fronting  the  Great  Highway  and  in 
the  project  residences  whose  windows  face  the  bus  turnaround. 
This  measure  is  already  planned  in  the  building  design. 


California  Administrative  Code,  Title  25,  Chapter  1, 
Subchapter  1,  Article  4.     Noise  Insulation  Standards,  1974. 
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Install  speed  control  devices  (such  as  speed  bumps) 
on  La  Playa  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  so  that  the 
18  Sloat  Bus  would  be  limited  to  5-10  mph."'' 

An  alternate  approach  to  mitigate  the  noise  from 
the  18  Sloat  bus  on  La  Playa  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa 
would  be  to  curtail  nighttime  operations  on  the  block  altogether. 
This  decision  must  be  evaluated  by  MUNI  for  potential  effects 
on  bus  service.     If  the  bus  were  rerouted  during  nighttime 
hours,  the  noise  effects  would  be  moved  to  another  residential 
area . 

The  project  would  incorporate  architectural  and  operational 
features  which  will  minimize  the  bus  noise  impact  on  the 
adjacent  community  from  the  bus  turnaround.     These  measures 
would  include  the  following: 

Sound-absorbing  material  would  be  installed  on  the 
underside  of  the  bus  turnaround  roof. 

-      A  solid  noise  barrier  would  be  erected  along  the 

east  side  of  the  bus  turnaround.     The  barrier  would 
extend  to  the  roof  slab  and  be  constructed  of  a  material 
whose  surface  weight  is  at  least  4  lb . /sq . f t . , e . g . , 
masonry. 

Commercial  truck  deliveries  and  pickups  for  the  project 
site  would  be  restricted  to  the  hours  of  7  a.m. 
to  5  p.m. 

The  mechanical  equipment  design  for  the  project  would 
be  reviewed  by  an  acoustical  engineer  to  insure  that 
the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  limits  are  satisfied 
at  the  property  line. 


MUNI  Planning  staff  have  indicated  that  reduced  bus  speeds 
would  not  be  acceptable   (telephone  conversation  with  Barbara  Brown, 
28  May  1979) . 
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J.  ENERGY 

A  number  of  measures  have  been  incorporated  in  the  building 
design  to  reduce  energy  consumption,   including  double-glazed 
windows  for  thermal  insulation,  wall  and  ceiling  insulation 
as  required  by  State  standards,  and  use  of  trees  as  windbreaks 
to  reduce  thermal  loss.     Active  solar  energy  systems  were 
rejected  because  the  project  is  located  in  an  area  of  low 
solar  incidence.     Wind  energy  suggested  in  the  1977  City 
Planning  staff  Draft  Guidelines  for  Development  was  rejected 
on  the  basis  of  economic  inf easibility . 
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CHAPTER  VI 

ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


A.  LAND  USE 

As  currently  proposed,  the  project  density  would  exceed 
that  allowed  by  the  Planning  Code  for  a  PUD  under  existing 
zoning . 

B.  RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE 

The  project  would  preclude  the  possible  use  of  the  site 
as  open  space  park  land  that  would  physically  link  the  western 
portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Sutro  Heights  Park,  a  portion  of 
the  GGNRA. 

C.  VISUAL  QUALITY 

Views  toward  the  ocean  from  the  rear  of  existing 
"  residences  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  would  be  obstructed.  Residences 
and  apartments  on  higher  terrain  east  of  Parcel  4  would  take  in 
views  of  project  area  rooftops.     Structures  would  be  constructed 
on  the  lower  slopes  of  Parcel  4  obstructing  views  looking 
north  from  the  Great  Highway  toward  the  steep  terrain  that 
defines  Sutro  Heights  Park. 

D.  HYDROLOGY  AND  WATER  QUALITY 

The  major  hydrological  impact  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  an  increase  in  the  quantity  of  surface  runoff  during 
storms  and  a  worsening  of  the  quality  of  this  water.     It  is  prob- 
able that  the  surface  runoff  from  the  site  would  be  discharged 
directly  into  the  combined  sewer  storm  drain  system.     The  extent 
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of  this  impact  would  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  eventual  develop- 
ment of  the  City's  Wastewater  Management  Program. 

E.  VEGETATION 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  on  Parcel  4  would 
eliminate  some  vegetation  in  scattered  locations  on  the  dune 
bluff  face.     The  direct  loss  of  the  dune  tansy  is  contrary 
to  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  Environmental  Protection  Element 
Policy  Number  3   (Policy  for  Flora  and  Fauna),  which  states: 
"protect  rare  and  endangered  species."     The  proposed  project 
would  also  increase  the  amount  of  human  activity  in  the  project 
area.     Greater  use  of  the  trail  system  between  Balboa  Street  and 
Sutro  Heights  Park  through  the  dune  meadow  could  be  expected. 
Increases  in  the  use  of  the  trail  system  through  the  dune  meadow 
would  accelerate  the  amount  of  trampling  in  this  area  and  could 
be  detrimental  to  the  dune  tansy  population  and  other  plants. 

F.  TRAFFIC  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

During  project  operation,  traffic  volume  on  48th  Avenue 
between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets  is  predicted  to  increase 
from  250  vehicles  per  day  to  1,405  vehicles  per  day  in  a  worst- 
case  situation.     The  extimated  level  of  service  on  48th  Avenue 
at  Fulton  Street  would  change  from  A  to  C. 

G.  NOISE 

The  noise  generated  by  equipment  used  to  construct 
the  project  would  temporarily  cause  an  increase  in  ambient 
noise  levels  adjacent  to  the  project  site.     Additional  traffic 
during  operation  of  the  project  would  generate  a  7  dBA  increase 
in  the  traffic  noise  levels  along  48th  Avenue  between  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo  Streets. 
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H .  ENERGY 

Adding  more  than  650  dwelling  units  and  60,000  sq.  ft. 
of  commercial  space  in  an  area  now  using  no  energy  would  increase 
overall  annual  consumption  of  electricity  and  natural  gas  in 
San  Francisco. 
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CHAPTER  VII- 
ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

A.  NO-PROJECT 

If  the  proposed  project  were  not  constructed,  the  site 
would  remain  vacant,  and  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with 
the  project  would  occur.     The  MUNI  bus  turnarounds  would  remain 
in  their  current  locations,  and  the  visual  appearance  of  this 
site  would  remain  unchanged.     In  the  absence  of  alternative 
development  plans,  potential  public  and  private  use  of  the  proj- 
ect site  would  be  delayed  until  another  development  proposal  is 
made,   approved,  and  constructed. 

The  primary  effect  of  the  no-project  alternative  would 
be  to  hold  open  future  options  for  development  of  the  site  under 
existing  commercial  and  residential  zoning.  Deferment  of 
development  could  also  allow  time  for  the  emergence  of  effective 
mechanisms  to  incorporate  portions  of  the  project  site  as  public 
open  space  contiguous  with  the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreational 
Area. 

B.  NO  DEVELOPMENT  ON  PARCEL  FOUR 
1 .     Land  Use 

No  development  on  Parcel  4  would  reduce  the  number  of 
owner-occupied  residential  units  of  the  proposed  project  to  353, 
a  reduction  of  2  00,     Correspondingly,  there  would  be  a  reduction 
of  the  overall  density  of  the  project  area.     There  would  be  fewer 
dwelling  units  available  within  the  City's  housing  stock.  Parcel 
4  would  be  available  for  partial  or  full  acquisition  of  the  GGNRA, 
or  future  commercial  and  residential  development  under  current 
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zoning  or  retention  as  open  space  by  the  project  sponsor.  If 
retained  by  the  project  sponsor  as  open  space,  present  zoning 
would  remain  and  the  land  area  could  be  included  in  calculations 
of  the  number  of  dwelling  units  allowed  in  the  PUD  as  a  whole, 
with  the  total  number  proposed  being  allowable  under  the  zoning. 
If  Parcel  4  were  purchased,  present  zoning  of  Parcels  1,   2  and 
3  would  not  permit  the  number  of  units  proposed  in  the  location 
proposed.     The  number  of  units  could  be  reduced,  buildings  could 
be  redesigned  to  place  more  units  on  the  western  half  of  Parcel 
3 ,  or  a  rezoning  of  the  RH-2  districts  would  be  necessary. 

If  Parcel  4  were  not  developed,  a  potential  conflict 
with  construction  of  the  Richmond  Transport  sewer  tunnel  would 
be  avoided. 

2 .  Community  Characteristics 

The  absence  of  2  00  units  would  lower  the  project's  proj- 
ected population  to  about  875  people.     The  density  averaged  over 
the  remaining  area  would  more  closely  approximate  the  allowed 
density  in  the  surrounding  blocks.     The  expected  senior  popula- 
tion and  the  anticipated  age  groups  of  prospective  residents 
would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project. 

3 .  Visual  Quality 

The  absence  of  housing  on  Parcel  4  would  reduce  the  extent 
of  rooftop  area  to  be  seen  from  Sutro  Heights  Park,  and  other 
residential  structures  located  on  higher  ground  surrounding  the 
project  area.     The  steep,   south-facing  slopes  of  Sutro  Heights 
Park  would  remain  visible  from  the  Great  Highway.     Concrete  foun- 
dations and  existing  debris  on  Parcel  4  would  remain  unless 
removed  by  another  agency   (such  as  the  National  Park  Service) 
which  might  acquire  the  parcel  in  the  future. 
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4  .     Topography y  Soils 

Under  this  alternative,  grading  of  the  highly  erosive 
and  unstable  gullied  slope  on  the  north  end  of  the  parcel  would 
not  be  required,  and  the  potential  for  increased  erosion  would 
be  avoided.     No  erosion  control  measures  would  be  required  to 
protect  downslope  housing  from  sediment  buildup. 

5 .  Hydrology 

The  amount  of  surface  runoff  to  enter  the  combined  storm 
sewer  drains  would  decrease  due  to  the  increased  permeable  sur- 
faces of  Parcel  4.     There  would  be  less  wet-weather  flow  to  be 
treated  by  the  future  Southwest  Treatment  Plant,  and  less  storm- 
water  discharge  currently  directed  to  the  Pacific  Ocean.  Drain- 
age facilities  required  for  the  project  would  not  be  as  extensive 
under  this  alternative,  as  surface  runoff  would  not  collect 
behind  building  walls  on  up-slope  areas. 

6 .  Vegetation 

If  Parcel  4  is  not  developed,  there  would  be  no  direct 
loss  of  the  dune  tansy  population.     However,  development  of  the 
other  three  parcels  would  still  result  in  additional  people  in 
the  area,   increasing  the  potential  for  disturbance  of  dune 
bluff  and  dune  meadow  vegetation."^ 

7 .  Transportation 

No  development  on  Parcel  4  would  generate  an  estimated 
18%  fewer  transit  trips  and  13%  fewer  vehicle  trips  than  the 
proposed  project.     As  this  alternative  would  exclude  condomin- 
iums from  the  project,  and  condominiums  would  have  a  higher  tran- 


Based  on  conversations  with  Nancy  Stone,  Park  Technician, 
and  David  Rung,   Supervising  Park  Technician,   U.S.  National 
Park  Service,   17  November  1978. 
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sit  modal  split  than  other  project  land  uses   (such  as  the  commer- 
cial) ,  transit  trips  would  be  reduced  proportionately  more 
than  vehicle  trips. 

Transit  use  generated  during  the  evening  peak  hour  would 
be  about  25%  less  than  the  proposed  project,  at  175  trips  compared 
to  235  trips.     Of  these,  115  would  be  inbound  to  the  project  and 
60  outbound  from  the  project.     Evening  peak  hour  vehicle  trips 
generated  would  be  about  290  inbound  and  200  outbound,  for  a 
total  of  490  trips.     This  would  be  13%  fewer  than  the  560 
evening  peak  hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project. 

The  impact  of  this  alternative  on  the  surrounding  street 
network  would  be  to  reduce  trips  by  about  10%  to  15%  compared  to 
the  proposed  project.     On  individual  streets  the  additional  traffic 
would  be  about  15%  less  than  the  proposed  project  on  Balboa 
between  the  Great  Highway  and  48th  Avenue,  on  Point  Lobos  Avenue 
and  on  the  Great  Highway  between  Balboa  and  Fulton.  Traffic 
would  be  about  10%  less  on  48th  Avenue  and  on  the  Great  Highway 
south  of  Fulton. 

8 .  Air  Quality 

The  impact  to  air  quality  would  be  reduced  in  proportion 
to  the  decrease  in  traffic  generated  if  Parcel  4  were  not  developed. 

9 .  Noise 

Construction  noise  and  traffic-generated  noise  would 
be  the  same  for  this  alternative  as  for  the  proposed  project. 

10 .  Community  Services 

This  alternative  would  need  less  water  pressure  to  serve 
the  project  site  for  domestic  use  and  fire  protection.  (Higher 
pressure  would  be  needed  to  service  Parcel  4  because  the  proposed 
full  development  would  be  well  above  existing  mains  and  would 
require  additional  pressure  to  overcome  the  height  difference.) 
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Regardless,   it  is  likely  that  the  project  sponsor  would  be 
required  to  pay  for  the  installation  of  new  water  mains. 

11 .  Economics 

No  development  of  Parcel  4  would  mean  less  demand  for 
City  municipal  services  in  terms  of  police  and  fire  protection, 
water,  and  street  maintenances  and  cleaning.     Annual  property 
tax  revenues  to  the  City  would  be  approximately  $345,000.  Com- 
mercial sales  and  payroll  taxes  would  remain  the  same  as  for  the 
proposed  project,  bringing  the  total  annual  tax  revenue  to 
$453,000,  about  $225,000  less  than  for  the  proposed  project. 
Sales  tax  for  the  condominium  units  would  be  about  $800,000. 

Permanent  employment  for  this  alternative  would  be  the 
same  as  for  the  proposed  project. 

C.     PARTIAL  DEVELOPMENT  ON  PARCEL  FOUR 

In  November  of  1978,  President  Carter  signed  the  Omni- 
bus Parks  bill  that  would  incorporate  1.9  acres  of  Parcel  4  into 
the  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area   (GGNRA) ,     This  alterna- 
tive provides  for  development  of  127  condominium  units  on  the 
flat  portion  of  Parcel  4,  assuming  the  hillside  portion  remained 
open  space   (Figure  25,  page  158).     The  reductions  in  impacts 
would  be  as  described  in  Section  VII. B,,  No  Development  on  Par- 
cel 4,  except  as  follows: 

1.     Land  Use 

This  alternative  would  reduce  the  number  of  condominium 
units  of  the  proposed  project  to  4  80,  a  reduction  of  73.     If  the 
project  sponsor  retained  ownership  of  the  hillside  area  of  Parcel 
4  and  included  it  in  the  PUD  as  open  space,  present  zoning  would 
allow  the  number  of  units  proposed  in  the  configuration  proposed. 
If  the  1,9-acre  hillside  were  purchased,   the  number  of  units 
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proposed  for  RH-2  districts  in  the  PUD  would  be  about  30  more 
than  allowed.     The  units  would  need  to  be  eliminated,  moved  to 
C-1  districts,  or  a  zoning  reclassification  would  be  required 
before  the  project  could  be  approved.     A  potential  conflict  with 
the  construction  of  the  Richmond  Transport  tunnel  would  remain. 

2 .  Community  Characteristics 

There  would  be  a  reduction  in  the  project  population  from 
an  estimated  1,300  to  1,140,     The  anticipated  age  groups  of 
prospective  residents  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed 
project. 

3 .  Visual  Quality 

Rooftop  areas  of  Parcel  4  would  be  seen  from  Sutro 
Heights  Park  and  other  residential  structures  located  on  higher 
ground  surrounding  the  project  area.     The  steep,  south-facing 
slopes  of  Sutro  Heights  would  remain  visible  from  the  Great 
Highway  as  shown  in  Figure  26.     The  site  would  be  cleared  of 
existing  debris. 

4 .  Topography,  Soils 

As  construction  would  be  avoided  on  the  sloped  portions 
of  Parcel  4    (except  at  the  toe  of  the  slope) ,  there  would  be 
little  potential  for  new  slope  erosion,     A  major  revegetation 
program  to  stabilize  slopes  would  not  be  required, 

5 .  Vegetation 

This  alternative  would  avoid  the  direct  loss  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  dune  tansy  population  on  the  dune  bluff.  However, 
increased  human  activity  from  the  project  would  result  in  use 
of  the  trail  system  through  the  dune  meadow  similar  to  that  of 
the  proposed  project  and  would  require  measures  to  protect  the 
dune  tansy  population  from  being  trampled  or  removed. 
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Top  of  Building  on  Parcel  4 


1,  View  of  project  at  eye 
level,  as  seen  from 
Great  Highway 


Note  that  a  center  island  with  trees 
in  Great  Highway  is  indicated. 


Top  of  Building  on  Parcel  4 


Project  Model  Photographs  (Partial 
Development  on  Parcel  4) 


Figure  No. 26 
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6 .  Transportation 

Partial  development  of  Parcel  4  v/ould  generate  an  esti- 
mated 9%  fewer  transit  trips  and  7%  fewer  vehicle  trips  than  the 
proposed  project.     Evening  peak  hour  transit  trips  would  be  about 
11%-13%  lower  than  the  proposed  project,   and  evening  peak  hour 
vehicle  trips  generated  would  be  about  5%-7%  lower.     An  estimated 
205  total  transit  trips  would  be  generated  by  the  partial  develop- 
ment alternative  during  the  peak  hour,  of  which  135  would  be 
inbound  to  the  project  and  70  would  be  outbound.     A  total  of  525 
peak  hour  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated,   312  inbound  and 
213  outbound. 

The  impact  of  vehicular  traffic  on  the  surrounding  road 
network  would  be  5%  to  8%  lower  than  the  impacts  for  the  proposed 
project  discussed  in  Section  IV. I. 

Under  this  project  alternative,   traffic  during  the  even- 
ing peak  hour  would  not  change  by  more  than  10%  from  that  esti- 
mated for  full  development.     Additional  evening  peak  hour  traffic 
on  4  8th  Avenue,   on  the  Great  Highway  south  of  Fulton,   and  on 
Fulton  east  of  47th  Avenue  would  be  about  5%  less  than  additional 
traffic  due  to  the  proposed  full  development.     On  Balboa  between 
the  Great  Highway  and  4  8th  Avenue,  and  on  Point  Lobos,  evening 
peak  hour  traffic  would  be  about  8%  less. 

The  proposed  parking  provision  for  the  partial  develop- 
ment of  Parcel  4  would  be  one  space  per  dwelling  unit,  the  same 
ratio  as  would  be  provided  with  full  development  of  Parcel  4. 
There  would  be  no  garage  access  to  the  Great  Highway  from  Parcel 
4,   the  only  access  being  via  an  entrance/exit  from  Balboa  Street. 
Parking  provision  on  the  other  three  parcels  would  remain  as 
for  the  proposed  project. 

7 .  Economic  s 

Tax  revenue  to  the  City  would  be  about  $485,000  in  annual 
property  taxes.     Commercial  sales  and  payroll  taxes  would  remain 
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the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project,  bringing  the  total  annual 
tax  revenue  to  $595,000,  about  $85,000  les  than  for  the  pro- 
posed project.     Sales  taxes  for  the  condominium  units  would 
be  $1.1  million   (1985  dollars). 

Permanent  employment  for  this  alternative  would  be 
the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project. 

D.     NO  CLOSURE  OF  LA  PLAYA  STREET 

1 .  Land  Use 

If  La  Playa  Street  were  not  closed  to  private  automobile 
traffic  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets,   the  proposed  pedes- 
trian and  transit  mall  would  be  excluded  from  the  project. 
Access  to  the  commercial  and  recreation  facilities  on  Parcel  1 
would  be  restricted  to  sidewalk  building  entries.  Pedestrian 
cross-traffic  between  Parcels  1  and  2  would  be  via  designated 
crosswalks  at  La  Playa  and  Cabrillo  Streets  and  at  La  Playa 
and  Balboa. 

2 .  Transpor  tat  ion 

If  La  Playa  Street  were  not  closed  to  private  automobile 
traffic  as  a  part  of  the  project,  the  estimated  trips  generated 
by  the  project  would  be  unchanged.     The  vehicular  impact  of 
the  project  on  48th  Avenue  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets 
would,  however,  be  reduced  by  at  least  55%,  as  traffic  would 
not  be  diverted  from  the  parallel  section  of  La  Playa  Street. 

The  overall  impact  of  traffic  due  to  the  project  on 
the  roads  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  site  would  depend 
on  the  individual  route  choices  of  drivers  through  the  local 
road  network.     Assuming  traffic  from  Parcel  1  would  use  48th 
Avenue  as  an  access  route  to  Fulton  and  Cabrillo  Streets''"  and 
that  traffic  from  Parcels  3  and  4  would  use  La  Playa  Street, 


Also  assumed  in  impact  analysis  of  proposed  project. 
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the  additional  traffic  that  would  use  48th  Avenue  between  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo  Streets  during  the  evening  peak  hour  would  be 
about  70%  less  if  La  Playa  Street  were  not  closed.     An  estimated 
additional  42  vehicles  would  use  48th  Avenue  during  the  peak 
hour  compared  to  an  estimated  140  additional  vehicles  under 
the  original  project  design.     The  number  of  project  vehicles 
using  48th  Avenue  south  of  Cabrillo  Street  would  be  about  20% 
less  if  La  Playa  Street  were  not  closed. 

Using  these  same  assumptions,  the  120  vehicles  that 
would  use  La  Playa  Street  between  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets 
during  the  evening  peak  without  the  project  would  be  increased 
by  about  21%,   to  145  vehicles  with  the  project. 

Additional  evening  peak  hour  traffic  using  Balboa  Street 
between  La  Playa  Street  and  48th  Avenue  would  be  up  to  25% 
less  than  if  La  Playa  Street  were  closed  to  private  vehicles. 

The  traffic  impact  on  the  remaining  roads  in  the  area 
would  be  similar  to  the  impact  discussed  for  the  proposed  project. 

MUNI  would  forsee  no  operational  problems  with  the 
proposed  turnaround  at  La  Playa  and  Cabrillo  Streets,   if  La 
Playa  Street  were  not  closed  as  part  of  the  project."'"  The 
dimensions  of  the  turnaround  and  the  46  feet  of  road  width 
available  on  La  Playa  would  be  sufficient  for  buses  to  exit 
and  wait  at  Cabrillo  to  turn  left  without  blocking  the  north- 
bound lane  of  La  Playa  at  the  turnaround. 

The  potential  for  conflict  between  buses,  cars,  and 
pedestrians  at  La  Playa  and  Cabrillo  would  be  higher  than 
if  La  Playa  Street  were  closed  to  automobile  traffic. 


John  McKane ,  MUNI  Planner,   telephone  conversation, 
October  1977. 
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3 .  Noise 

If  La  Playa  Street  were  open  to  through  traffic,  the 
project  would  be  exposed  to  increased  traffic  noise;  the 
increase  might  cause  the  units  facing  La  Playa  to  require 
architectural  mitigation  measures    (such  as  acoustical  glazing 
and  forced  air  ventilation)   to  meet  the  State  Noise  Insulation 
Standards    (see  Section  V.I.,  page  146). 

Forty-eighth  Avenue  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets 
would  experience  only  a  3-dBA  increase  in  traffic-generated 
noise  rather  than  a  7-dBA  increase  if  the  project  were  con- 
structed as  proposed.     Other  noise  effects  would  remain  the 
same  as  discussed  in  Section  IV.,  Impacts. 

E.      NO  MUNI   LAND  EXCHANGE 

1.  Land  Use 

Dwelling  units  proposed  for  the  portion  of  Parcel  3  nov; 
owned  by  MUNI  could  not  be  built  if  a  land  exchange  were  not 
approved.     The  recreation  facilities  above  the  new  turnaround 
site  could  remain,  with  additional  neighborhood  retail  space 
or  dwelling  units  on  the  ground  level.     If  the  exchange  did 
not  occur,   the  entire  project  might  be  redesigned, 

2 .  Transportation 

If  the  land  exchange  necessary  for  the  proposed  MUNI 
bus  turnaround  were  not  approved  by  the  PUC,  MUNI  would  main- 
tain operation  of  both  existing  bus  turnarounds  in  the  area. 
This  would  be  necessary  to  maintain  the  existing  space  for 
waiting  buses  on  Routes  38    (or  31)   and  5.     The  northernmost 
condominium  building  on  Parcel  3  could  not  be  constructed  as 
proposed  by  the  developer,   and  would  be  reduced  by  about  3  0 
units.     Some  of  these  units  could  be  relocated  to  the  proposed 
new  turnaround  site  to  the  south  of  Parcel  1.     The  overall 
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trips  generated  by  the  project  could  thus  be  reduced,  although 
the  reduction  would  be  within  the  margin  of  error  of  the  trip 
generation  estimates  for  the  project  as  a  whole.     The  impact 
of  the  project  on  the  road  network  without  the  new  turnaround 
would  thus  be  identical  to  the  proposed  project. 

The  transit  improvements  offered  by  the  proposed  new 
turnaround  through  the  consolidation  of  terminus  facilities  would 
not  be  achieved  without  the  land  exchange.     No  shelter  would  be 
provided  to  waiting  transit  passengers  by  the  project  sponsor, 
the  park-like  atmosphere  at  the  end  of  Cabrillo  Street  would  be 
lost  and  access  to  the  commercial  area  on  Parcel  1  would  be  via 
the  existing  bus  turnaround  rather  than  via  the  pedestrian  area 
provided  by  the  project.     Users  of  the  38    (or  31)   bus  would  be 
one  block  closer  to  Ocean  Beach  at  the  existing  turnaround. 

The  5-Fulton  electricl  buses  would  have  to  travel  through 
the  pedestrianized  section  of  La  Playa  Street  to  reach  the 
turnaround  at  Balboa,  which  would  increase  the  number  of  buses 
using  this  section  of  La  Playa  Street  to  about  33  during  the 
evening  peak  and  about  25  during  the  midday  period.  Correspond- 
ing numbers  with  the  new  turnaround  proposed  by  the  project  would 
be  9  and  8  buses,  respectively. 

3 .  Noise 

Retaining  both  existing  MUNI  turnarounds  would  increase 
the  noise  impact  generated  by  diesel-powered  buses  traveling  on 
La  Playa  and  accelerating  adjacent  to  the  proposed  housing  units. 
Nighttime  bus  operations  combined  with  traffic  noise  from  the 
Great  Highway  are  likely  to  render  the  majority  of  the  project 
site  exterior  incompatible  with  the  standards  of  the  Transportat- 
tion  Noise  section  of  the  Environmental  Protection     Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  Plan. 
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Mitigation  measures,   such  as  acoustical  glazing  and 
forced  air  ventilation,  would  be  necessary  for  the  majority  of 
the  housing  units  to  comply  with  the  interior  noise  limits  of 
the  State  Noise  Insulation  Standards. 


F.      OTHER  SITE  USES 

No  specific  alternative  site  uses  have  been  proposed  by 
the  developer.     The  following  conceptual  alternatives  are  pre- 
sented to  illustrate  other  possible  uses  of  the  site. 


1 .  Residential 

An  alternative  site  use  could  involve  lot-by-lot  develop 
ment  of  residential  units  in  conformance  with  existing  zoning. 
A  maximum  of  approximately  450  units  would  be  allowed  if  the 
blocks  were  divided  into  lots  of  a  size  allowed  by  the  Planning 
Code.     This  alternative  would  elim.inate  the  possibility  that 
the  four-block  area  be  designed  and  developed  as  a  single  coord- 
inated residential  project.     The  public  open  space  of  the  pro- 
posed project  would  be  lost  under  parcel-by-parcel  development. 
The  economic  viability  of  this  alternative  is  unknown. 


2 .  Commercial 

Commercial  development  of  the  project  site  would  likely 
cater  to  tourists  and  recreationists  using  the  beach  and  nearby 
parklands,    including  the  GGNRA.     Commercial  development  possibil 
ities  which  have  been  mentioned  include  a  recreational  vehicle 
park,   skate  board  park  and  ice  skating  rink.     A  zone  change 
would  be  required  to  allow  such  uses.     Other  possible  commer- 
cial facilities  could  include  restaurants,   retail  shops,  and 
bicycle  rentals. 


166 


3 .  Open  Space 

Development  of  the  site  as  open  space  parkland  would 
allow  for  physical  linking  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Sutro  Heights 
Park.     Under  this  alternative,  an  organization  such  as  the 
Coastal  Conservancy  or  a  private  group  could  purchase  the  land 
through  fund-raising  activities  or  a  governmental  agency  could 
purchase  the  land  with  tax  funds,  and  increase  the  recreation 
opportunities  available  to  the  public  in  San  Francisco.     As  open 
space  parkland  the  project  site  greatly  improves  public  access 
between  Ocean  Beach  and  adjacent  parkland  areas.     The  economic 
viability  of  such  an  alternative  is  unknown. 

4 .  Mixed  Use  in  Conformance  with  Existing  Zoning 

Another  possible  alternative  would  involve  development 
of  neighborhood-oriented  commercial  facilities  on  the  portions 
of  the  site  zoned  C-1  and  lot-by-lot  residential  development  on 
the  portions  zoned  RM-1  and  RH-2.     A  maximum  of  about  180  resi- 
dential units  would  be  allowed.     A  variation  for  the  C-1  zoned 
portion  of  the  site  would  be  to  develop  commercial  ues  on  the 
ground  floor  with  residences  on  the  upper  floors.     This  varia- 
tion could  increase  the  maximum  number  of  allowed  residential 
units  to  about  450. 

•  5 .     Alternatives  Proposed  by  the  Planning  Association  for  the 

Richmond . 

•  At  the  12  July  1979  Public  Hearing,  three  alternatives 
were  presented  by  the  PAR  Playland  Committee  for  consideration 
in  the  Final  EIR.     As  the  alternatives  were  presented  as 
general  concepts,  they  have  been  evaluated  at  a  conceptual 
level  of  detail.     The  project  sponsor's  response  to  each 
alternative  is  also  included.     The  alternatives  were  presented 
in  reverse  order  at  the  public  hearing  and  are  addressed 
below  in  the  same  sequence. 
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Scheme  No .  3 

This  alternative  would  provide  a  landscaped,  public  open- 
space  area  and  would  include  a  maximum  of  116  units  of  new  housing, 
beach-related  commercial  development  and  community  facilities 
(see  Figure  27).     All  pedestrian  walkways  and  plazas  would  be  sunken 
following  the  present  contour  of  the  lots  and  would  be  surrounded 
by  trees  as  an  additional  windbreak.     The  recreational  facilities 
are  intended  to  serve  a  variety  of  age  groups.     The  site  would 
serve  as  a  greenbelt  connection  from  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Sutro 
Heights  Park. 

Structures  in  the  housing  section  would  be  clusters  of 
separate,  townhouse-style  dv/ellings.     Spaces  between  clusters  would 
be  closed  off  by  gates  and  would  offer  view  corridors.  Existing 
parking  on  the  Great  Highway  would  accommodate  visitor  traffic. 

Parcel  4  would  be  left  to  open-space  recreational 
use  as  an  adjnuct  to  Sutro  Heights  Park. 

a.  Land  Use 

This  alternative  would  reduce  the  number  of  housing  units 
to  116,   a  reduction  of  520  from  the  proposed  project.     As  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  project  sponsor  would  develop  the  proposed  community 
facilities.   Parcels  2,   3,  and  4  would  have  to  be  acquired  by  GGNRA, 
the  City  or  some  other  agency.     Amphitheatre  construction  on  Parcel 
4  would  need  to  wait  for  completion  of  construction  of  the  Richmond 
Transport  sewer  tunnel.     During  sewer  construction,  Parcel  4  would 
not  be  available  for  recreational  use. 

b.  Community  Characteristics 

The  absence  of  520  units  would  lower  the  project's  projected 
population  to  about  245  people.     The  density  averaged  over  the 
4  parcels  would  be  less  than  the  existing  density  in  the 
surrounding  blocks.     The  anticipated  age  groups  of  prospective 
residents  would  be  the  same  as  the  condominium  portion  of 
the  proposed  project. 
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c.  visual  Quality 

The  visual  effect  of  this  alternative  would  be  that  of  a 
recreational  greenbelt  defining  a  transition  zone  from  the  Richmond 
residential  neighborhood  to  the  Great  Highway  and  Ocean  Beach  beyond. 
The  housing  on  Parcel  1  would  appear  as  more  of  an  extension  of 
the  neighborhood  housing  on  the  surrounding  block,  although  the 
height  of  the  buildings  would  be  uniformly  four  stories  high. 

d.  Topography,  Soils 

Under  this  alternative,  grading  the  unstable  slope  on  the 
north  end  of  Parcel  4  would  be  avoided.     The  sunken  plaza  on  Parcel  2 
sunken  recreational  area  on  Parcel  3,  and  amphitheatre  on  Parcel  4 
would  alter  the  level  topography  that  would  result  from  the  proposed 
project . 

e.  Hydrology 

The  sunken  areas  of  this  alternative  would  require  special 
drainage  facilities  to  remove  surface  runoff. 

f.  Vegetation 

As  the  hillside  portion  of  Parcel  4  would  not  be  developed, 
there  would  be  no  direct  loss  of  the  dune  tansy  population.  However, 
development  of  an  amphitheater  on  this  Parcel  would  create  additional 
pedestrian  traffic  through  both  the  flat  and  hill  areas.  This 
traffic  plus  that  caused  by  the  remainder  of  the  projects'  recreation 
and  residential  development  would  increase  the  potential  for 
disturbance  of  dune  bluff  and  dune  meadow  vegetation. 

g.  Transportation 

This  scheme  would  result  in  lower  levels  of  total  trip 
generation  than  the  proposed  project.     Due  to  the  predominantly 
recreational  nature  of  the  scheme,  peak  hour  traffic  would  be 
less  and  the  transit  modal  split  would  probably  be  lower.  Weekend 
recreational  traffic  would  be  higher,  however. 
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The  impact  on  daily  transit  service  would  also  be  lower, 
particularly  at  peak  times  and  higher  on  weekends.     The  MUNI 
turnaround  facility  would  be  too  small  for  MUNI  requirements. 
Although  La  Playa  Street  would  not  become  a  pedestrian/transit 
mall,   additional  pedestrian  space  and  off-street  walkways  would 
be  provided  throughout  the  project  area.     The  arrangements 
of  the  commercial  facilities  on  Parcel  2  would  provide  a  traffic- 
free  shopping  environment. 

The  scheme  V70uld  result  in  lower  traffic  increases  on  the 
surrounding  road  netv/ork  than  would  occur  in  the  proposed  project. 
This  would  particularly  be  true  on  Balboa  Street  and  48th  Avenue 
because  La  Playa  Street  would  remain  open  to  traffic  and  because 
commercial  facilities  would  be  moved  to  Parcel  2.     The  location 
of  the  commercial  facilities  at  the  southern  end  of  Parcel  2 
would  lead  to  the  principal  impacts  being  centered  on  La  Playa, 
Fulton  and  Great  Highway  intersections. 

The  suggested  parking  provision  for  this  schem.e  is  unclear 
from  the  available  information.     Unless  garage  parking  were  provided 
beneath  the  commercial  facilities,   nonresidential  parking  would 
occur  on  the  local  streets  and  on  the  Great  Highway.  Parking 
would  be  available  on  the  Great  Highway,   although  availability 
could  be  limited  on  busy  weekends  in  good  weather. 

h.  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

The  impact  on  air  quality  would  be  reduced  in  proportion 
to  the  decrease  in  traffic  generated  by  this  alternative.  The 
amphitheatre  and  public  recreational  areas  would  need  to  be  designed 
to  offer  the  maximum  in  wind  protection,  due  to  the  exposed  nature 
of  the  site. 

i.  Noise 

Assuming  that  this  alternative  would  require  less  time 
to  construct,  construction  noise  would  occur  over  a  shorter  duration 
compared  to  the  proposed  project.     Traffic  generated  noise  would 
be  reduced  or  increased  in  approximate  proportion  to  the  reduction 
or   increase  in  traffic  generation  at  various  times. 
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j.     Community  Services 

This  alternative  would  require  less  water  supply  and  would 
generate  less  wastewater  than  the  proposed  project.     The  require- 
ments for  fire,   and  energy  services  would  also  be  correspondingly 
lower.     Police  service  requirements  on  weekends  would  be  higher. 

k.  Economics 

The  alternatives  presented  by  PAR  do  not  include  any 
proposals  for  financing  or  acquisiton  by  public  agencies.  A 
reasonable  assumption  would  be  that  Scheme  No.   3  would  require 
acquisition  of  Parcels  2,   3,  and  4  by  a  public  agency.  No 
assessments  of  property  value  have  yet  been  made.     If  it  were 
assumed  that  the  property  has  a  market  value  of  $2  million 
per  acre,''"  then  the  cost  of  acquiring  these  parcels  would  be 
in  the  range  of  $15  million.     City  Park  acquisition  funds  are 
presently  not  available  for  such  an  acquisition.  Assuming 
sales  and  payroll  taxes  from  the  commercial  area  would  be  the 
same  as  for  the  proposed  project  and  assuming  that  property 
taxes  would  be  proportional  to  the  number  of  housing  units 
sold,   the  annual  tax  revenue  to  the  City  would  be  about  $228,000 
or  $450,000  less  than  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  sponsor  has  offered  the  follov/ing  comments 
on  Scheme  No.  3: 

Beginning  with  the  concept  which  PAR  says  it  favors  the 
most,  Scheme  #3,   this  concept  obviously  requires  the  acquisition 
of  the  property  by  the  public.     In  our  opinion,   none  of  the  functions 
proposed  on  Parcels  #2,   #3  and  #4  could  be  privately  financed. 
We  arrive  at  this  conclusion  as  there  doesn't  seem  to  be  any 
attempt--incidentally  in  any  of  the  three  schemes — to  create 
an  economically  viable  development.     We  even  question  the 
commercial/retail  functions  without  major  additional  housing 
in  the  area. 


See  13  July  1979  letter  to  Barbara  Sahm  from  Robert 
Hayden  of  the  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
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An  ice-skating  rink  would  do  much  better   in  the  center 
of  the  City  surrounded  by  potential  customers  than  in  this 
case  where  one  side  of  the  property  is  the  ocean.     As  related 
to  the  am.phi theater ,   the  weather  conditions  that  prevail  in 
the  area  would  make  the  facilities  unusable  except  for  only 
a  portion  of  the  time  during  the  year.     Playgrounds,  picnic 
areas,   and  the  like  are  available  in  the  parks  and  beach  areas 
surrounding  the  property. 

Notwithstanding  the  above,   under  the  remote  possibility 
that  the  four  parcels  may  be  developed  all  in  conformance  with 
par's  recommendations  and  that  the  sale  of  housing  on  Parcel 
#1  is  expected  to  amortize  the  entire  development,   the  cost 
alone  without  profit  of  the  units  to  be  marketed  on  Parcel  #1 
is  estimated  to  be  approximately  $257,000.     No  sensible  developer 
or   financial  institution  would  entertain  such  a  venture.  Inciden- 
tally,  notwithstanding  PAR's  criticism  of  OBA ' s  proposal,  this 
particular  scheme  requires  that  all  the  buildings  on  Parcel  #1 
be  uniformly  four  stories  high,   in  order  to  house  the  proposed 
units  within  the  suggested  layout."'" 

Scheme  No.  2 

Scheme  No.   2  represents  an  effort  to  work  with  roughly 
the  same  housing  design  as  for  the  proposed  project,   but  at 
a  lower  density  offering  more  open  space,  community  facilities 
and  rental  housing    (see  Figure  28) .     This  alternative  provides 
for  approximately  290  condominiums  and  160  elderly  housing 
rental  units.     By  placing  two  instead  of  three  separate  buildings 
on  Parcel  3  and  by  putting  other  housing  on  Parcel  1,   the  intent 
is  to  create  a  European  village  setting.     Parcel  2  would  contain 
commercial  uses  on  the  ground  floor  with  housing  above,  and 
Parcel  4  would  be  left  to  open-space  recreational  use.  Balboa 
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street,  Cabrillo  Street,  and  La  Playa  Street  between  Balboa 

and  Cabrillo  would  be  closed  to  traffic  with  the  MUNI  turnaround 

retaining  its  present  location  at  the  end  of  Cabrillo. 

a.  Land  Use 

The  number  of  units  in  this  alternative,  as  presented, 
is  450,   the  maximum  allowed  under  current  zoning.     This  alternative 
would  reduce  the  number  of  housing  units  by  185  compared  to 
the  proposed  project.     It  is  assumed  that  Parcel  4  would  be 
acquired  by  a  governmental  agency  and  that  the  rest  of  the 
site  would  remain  under  the  ownership  of  the  project  sponsor. 
City  approval  for  closure  of  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  and  La  Playa 
Streets  would  be  required.     La  Playa  Street  v/ould  have  to  be 
acquired  by  the  developer   in  order  to  allow  residential  development. 
The  potential  conflict  with  construction  of  the  Richmond  Transport 
sewer  tunnel  on  Parcel  4  would  still  remain. 

b.  Community  Characteristics 

The  maximum  projected  population  of  the  project  with 
this  alternative  is  about  817  people,  of  which  approximately 
200  would  occupy  the  elderly  housing  units.     Averaged  over 
2-1/2  city  blocks,   the  density  would  be  about  43%  more  than 
is  found  in  the  predominantly  FH-2  zoned  areas  surrounding 
the  project  site. 

c.  Visual  Quality 

Compared  to  the  proposed  project,   this  alternative 
would  have  greater  areas  of  open  space,  particularly  on  Parcel  4 
and  the  north  end  of  Parcel  3.     An  approximate  calculation 
indicates  that  if  the  height  of  buildings  on  Parcels  1  and  3 
were  evenly  divided  among  two  and  three  stories,   then  the  buildings 
on  Parcel  2  would  be  3  and  4  stories.     This  calculation  indicates 
that  it  may  not  be  posible  to  achieve  the  proposed  number  of 
units  if  2  and  3  story  height  limitations  are  to  be  maintained. 
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d.  Soils  and  Geology 

As  with  Scheme  No.  3,  construction  would  be  avoided 
on  the  highly  erosive  slopes  of  Parcel  4.     Unlike  Scheme  No.  3, 
the  amount  of  pedestrian  traffic  on  the  slopes  would  be  similar 
to  that  estimated  for  the  proposed  project. 

e.  Hydrology 

Drainage  conditions  and  requirements  for  Scheme  No.  2 
would  be  similar  to  those  for  the  Alternative  of  No  Development 
on  Parcel  4,  as  discussed  on  page  155  of  the  EIR. 

f.  Vegetation 

Impacts  on  vegetation  would  be  similar  to  those  for 
the  proposed  project  and  the  No  Development  on  Parcel  4  alternative. 

g.  Transportation 

This  scheme  would  produce  similar  but  slightly  lower 
overall  trip  generation  levels  compared  to  those  for  the  proposed 
project.     Peaking  and  modal  split  characteristics  would  be 
similar  to  those  for  the  proposed  project.     Ridership  impacts 
on  transit  service  would  be  similar.     The  Route  18   (planned  to 
become  the  18-46th  Avenue  in  the  MUNI  Five  Year  Plan)   would  have 
to  be  diverted  away  from  La  Playa  and  onto  the  Great  Highway.  This 
would  eliminate  direct  connection  from  the  southbound  direction 
of  this  route  to  the  other  two  transit  routes  serving  the  area 
and  would  not  be  acceptable  to  MUNI.^  The  MUNI  turnaround  would 
probably  be  adequately  sized  for  bus  storage  but  might  need 
further  design  detailing  to  accommodate  MUNI  operational  require- 
ments  (turning  raii,  access  and  egress  paths,  etc.). 

The  relocation  of  the  commercial  uses  to  the  southern 
end  of  parcel  2  would  shift  much  of  the  impact  of  commercial-based 
traffic  from  48th  Avenue  to  La  Playa  Street.     The  closure 
of  Balboa  Street  at  the  Great  Highway  would  impact  48.th  and 
47th  Avenues  by  diverting  non-project  traffic  destinetf  for 
the  Great  Highway  along  these  streets  to  Fulton  Street. 


Barbara  Brown,  MUNI  Planning,  telephone  conversation, 
17  August,  1979. 


•  l67i 


The  ultimate  impact  on  traffic  circulation  in  the  area 
would  be  dependent  on  the  location  of  the  entrances  and  exits 
to  the  parking  garages.     The  Planning  Department's  Draft  Guidelines 
for  Development  for  the  site  state  project  vehicular  access 
to/from  the  Great  Highway  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  Coupled 
with  the  suggested  closure  of  Balboa,  as  well  as  Cabrillo, 
this  would  put  much  of  the  project  impact  on  48th  Avenue,  Balboa, 
Cabrillo,  and  La  Playa  Streets.     The  location  of  the  commercial 
activities  on  Parcel  2,  with  access  limited  to  La  Playa  Street, 
could  be  expected  to  put  much  of  the  project  impact  on  La  Playa 
Street  and  Fulton  Street   (page  193  of  the  EIR  indicates  that 
over  50%  of  project  automobile  traffic  would  be  based  on  the 
commercial  facilities) .     This  could  lead  to  increased  delays 
and  reduction  in  traffic  levels  of  service  at  the  Fulton  Street 
intersections  with  La  Playa  and  the  Great  Highway.     In  that 
all  three  PAR  concepts  place  the  commercial  uses  at  the  southern 
end  of  parcel  2,   these  potential  problems  would  also  apply 
to  the  other  two  suggested  plans. 

Providing  garage  access  from  the  Great  Highway  would 
reduce  traffic  impacts  on  local  residential  streets.     The  increased 
turning  movements  onto  and  off  of  the  Great  Highway  would, 
however,  be  incompatible  with  the  recreational  street  designation 
and  6-lane  configuration  of  the  Great  Highway. 

h.  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

The  impact  on  air  quality  would  be  reduced  in  proportion 
to  the  decrease  in  traffic  generated  by  this  alternative.  As 
with  Scheme  No.   3,  adequate  wind  protection  would  need  to  be 
provided  around  the  recreational  areas  of  Parcel  4. 

i.  Noise 

Construction  noise  and  traffic  generated  noise  would 
be  similar  for  this  alternative  as  for  the  proposed  project. 
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j.     Community  Services 

The  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to 
those  for  the  Alternative  of  No  Development  on  Parcel  4  as  discussed 
on  page  156  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

k.  Economics 

Assuming  the  sale  of  290  condominium  units,  total  annual 
tax  revenues  to  the  City  are  estiamted  to  be  about  $408,000  or 
about  $262,000  less  than  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  sponsor  has  offered  the  following  comments 
on  Scheme  No.  2: 

This  concept  also  requires  the  acquisition  of  Parcel 
#4  by  presumably  a  public  body. 

This  scheme  contains  certain  features,  which  in,  our 
opinion ,  will  not  be  acceptable  to  some  of  the  regulatory 
agencies.     These  include: 

La  Playa  Street  cannot  be  completely  closed  to  all 
traffic.     The  #18  bus  has  to  go  through  according 
to  MUNI. 

In  our  opinion,  Balboa  Street  will  not  be  permitted 
to  dead  end  at  the  Great  Highway  as  the  rerouted 
traffic  to  Fulton  would  be  intolerable. 

Also,   if  housing  units  are  to  be  built  on  La  Playa 
Street  as  indicated,  this  will  require  the  acquisition 
of  this  street  and  rerouting  of  utilities,  which 
will  probably  not  be  acceptable  to  the  City  and  certainly 
economically  not  feasible. 

160  elderly  subsidized  housing  will  not  be  permitted 
by  HUD. 

This  concept  is  somewhat  similar  to  OBA's  proposal, 
except  lesser  densities.  We  estimate  that  with  the  reduced 
densities  and  other  aspects  of  this  scheme,  the  units  would 
have  to  be  marketed  at  a  price  in  excess  of  $200,000,  or 
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more  than  twice  what  OBA  expects  to  market  the  average  unit 
under  their  proposed  concept.''" 

Scheme  No.  1 

This  alternative  has  the  same  density  as  Scheme  No.  2 
with  the  units  laid  out  in  a  conventional  city  block  configuration 
(see  Figure  29) .     Pockets  of  open  space  around  the  perimeter 
of  Parcels  1  and  3  would  face  the  street  for  public  use,  with 
landscaped  interior  yard  space  communal  to  the  condominium 
owners.     The  heights  of  the  buildings  would  be  2  and  3  stories. 
Parcel  2  would  contain  commerial  use  on  the  ground  floor  with 
housing  above,  and  Parcel  4  would  be  left  to  open  space  recreational 
use.     There  would  be  no  street  closures  and  the  MUNI  turnaround 
would  remain  at  its  present  location  at  the  end  of  Cabrillo. 

a.  Land  Use 

This  alternative  as  shown  would  provide  a  maximum  of 
290  condominium  units  and  160  elderly  rental  units  for  a  total 
of  450  units.     As  explained  for  Scheme  No.   2,   this  figure  is 
within  the  number  of  units  allowed  under  existing  zoning  and 
is  185  less  than  for  the  proposed  project. 

b.  Community  Characteristics 

The  population  density  and  age  mix  for  this  alternative 
would  be  the  same  as  for  Scheme  No.  2. 

c.  Visual  Quality 

Compared  to  the  proposed  project  this  alternative  would 
have  greater  areas  of  open  space  on  Parcel  4,  but  the  pedestrian 
mall  on  La  Playa  and  the  plaza  area  between  Parcels  2  and  3 
would  be  lost.     A  rough  calculation  indicates  that  in  order 
to  achieve  the  densities  proposed  by  this  alternative,  Parcel  1 


Letter   from  Tef  Kutay  to  Russell  Faure-Brac,  dated  24  July 

1979  . 
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buidlings  would  be  mostly  3  stories.  Parcel  3  buildings  would 
be  3  and  4  stories  and  Parcel  2  buildings  would  be  3  and  4 
stories.     In  addition,  continuous  building  facades  as  long 
as  600  feet  are  indicated  with  this  alternative,  although 
these  facades  would  be  broken  by  the  perimeter  pockets  of 
open  space.     The  building  on  Parcels  1  and  3  would  look  more 
like  the  duplexes  characteristic  of  other  blocks  in  the  outer 
Richmond  than  would  the  buildings  of  the  proposed  project. 

d.  Soils  and  Geology 

As  with  Schemes  2  and  3,  construction  would  be  avoided 
on  the  highly  erosive  slopes  of  Parcel  4. 

e.  Hydrology 

Drainage  conditions  and  requirements  would  be  the 
same  as  for  Scheme  No.  2. 

f.  Vegetation 

Impacts  on  vegetation  would  be  similar  to  those  of 
Scheme  2. 

g.  Transportation 

This  scheme  would  have  a  similar  vehicular  traffic 
impact  to  that  of  the  proposed  project  alternative  with  no 
development  on  Parcel  4.     Trip  generation,  peaking  and  modal 
split  characteristics,  and  parking  impact  would  all  be  similar, 
as  would  the  impact  on  transit  service  in  the  area.  The 
MUNI  turnaround  would  be  adequately  sized  for  both  bus  storage 
and  bus  operations.     Existing  and  planned  transit  routes 
would  remain  unchanged  by. this  scheme. 

While  the  impact  on  traffic  circulation  in  the  area  would 
be  similar  to  that  of  the  project  without  Parcel  4,  the  impacts 
on  48th  and  47th  Avenues  would  be  reduced  by  leaving  La  Playa 
Street  open  to  all  traffic  and  relocating  the  commercial 
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facilities  to  Parcel  2.     The  location  of  the  commercial  uses 
would,  however,  lead  to  access  problems  similar  to  those 
identified  for  Scheme  No.  2. 

h.  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Climate  and  air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to 
those  for  Scheme  No.  2. 

i.  Noise 

Construction  noise  and  traffic  generated  noise  would 
be  similar  to  those  for  the  proposed  project. 

j.     Community  Services 

The  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to 
those  for  Scheme  No.  2. 

k.  Economics 

Economic  impacts  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar 
to  those  for  Scheme  No.  2. 

The  Project  sponsor  has  offered  the  following  comments 
on  Scheme  No.  1: 

Similar  comments  to  those  provided  for  Scheme  No.  2 
(apply  to  Scheme  No.  1) .     In  our  opinion,  the  solid  wall  presented 
on  Parcel  3  makes  this  concept  very  undesirable.     The  units 
will  still  have  to  be  sold  at  approximately  $200,000  each  .   .  . 

Basically,  this  design  configuration  could  occur  on 
any  block  of  the  Richmond  and  does  not  recognize  the  special 
location  and  nature  of  the  site  with  its  magnificent  veiws. 
The  site  is  on  the  edge  -  not  in  the  middle  of  the  neighborhood.''" 


Letter  from  Tef  Kutay  to  Russell  Faure-Brac  dated  24 
July  1979. 
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CHAPTER  VIII 

THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USE  OF  MAN'S 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG- 
TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


For  many  years,  the  project  site  has  been  relatively 
unproductive,  both  economically  and  ecologically.     The  proposed 
project  would  alter  this  situation  by  increasing  the  economic 
productivity  of  the  site,  and  by  incorporating  new  landscape 
additions.     The  long-term  productivity  of  the  dune  bluff  plant 
communities,  particularly  the  dune  tansy,  could  be  adversely 
affected  on  Parcel  4  if  appropriate  mitigation  measures  are 
not  incorporated  into  the  project. 

The  project  would  involve  a  long-term  use  of  the  site, 
and  during  this  time  period,  other  beneficial  uses  such  as 
open  space  or  park  development  would  be  precluded. 
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Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94102 
Attn:     Robert  Levy, 

Superintendent 


Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering 
150  Hayes  Street,  6th  Floor  • 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Dan  Champeau 

Managing  Engineer, 

Wastewater 


Committee  for  Utility  Liaison 

on  Construction  and 

other  Projects 
c/o  GES  -  Utility  Liaison 
363  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Herman  Beneke 


Public  Utilities  Commission 
946  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:     Richard  Sklar 


Recreation  and  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

Fell  and  Stanyon 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Attn:     Mr.  Tom  Malloy 


San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Robert  Rose,  Chief 


San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

Planning  Department 

949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
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Office  of  Environmental  Review 
45  Hyde  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Barbara  Sahm 


San  Francisco  Police  Depart. 
850  Bryant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:     Charles  Gain,  Chief 


San  Francisco  Unified  School 

District 
135  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Dr.  Robert  Alio to. 
Superintendent 


San  Francisco  Wastewater  Program 

150  Kayes  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:     Rhonda  Robinson 


Prof,  and  Mrs.  S.Y.  Chen 
3715  Potter  Street 
Eugene,  Oregon  97405 


Clyde  Cohen 

573  Mission  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Committee  to  Save  Ocean  Beach 
P.O.  Box  7734 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:     Barbara  Turner 


Sally  Combs 

1350  Washington,  Apt.  21 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Timothy  M.  Corcoran 
264  9  Judah 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 
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Don  Benedict 
c/o  Amy  Meyer 
3627  Clement  St. 
S.F.   CA  94121 


Paul  Bridger 

684  -  48th  Ave.  #303 

San  Francisco,  CA     9  4121 


Eugene  Brodsky 

7919  Geary  Boulevard 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


California  State  Automobile 

Association 
150  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94101 
Attn:     Robert  W.  Graver, 
Vice  President 
Public  Services 


Marion  Cowen 

681  -  4  8th  Ave.  #5 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Mary  Ann  Crandall 

2341  Clement  Street 

San  Francisco,     CA  94121 


Kathleen  Cruise 

5328  Anza  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Arden  N.  Danekas 

1375  Cabrillo 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Robert  DeVries 

14  22  Cabrillo  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 
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Ms.  J.Y.  Garfinkel 
4722  Balboa  Street 
San    Francisco,  CA  94121 


Niels  Erch 

272  -28th  Street 
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94121 


Nick  Gemnikov 

550  Battery  #608 

San  Francisco,     CA  94111 


Jan  Esty 
787-  41st  Ave 
San  Francisco, 


CA  94121 


Dorothy  Gibbons 

159  Seal  Rock  Dr. 

San  Francisco,     CA  94121 


Rebecca  Evans 
Sierra  Club 
530  Bush  Street 
S.F.     CA  94108 


June  A.  Gilmore 

8219     Geary  Boulevard 

San  Francisco, CA  94121 


Farrand,  Malti,  Spillane 

and  Cooper 
Bank  of  America  Center 
29th  Floor 

555  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:     Stephen  R.  Farrand 


Ed  and  Susan  Ginsbery 

128  Seal  Rock  Drive 

San  Francisco,     CA  94121 


John  Greenagel 
60  Pleasant 
S.F.     CA  94108 


Terence  Faulkner 
2371-  42nd  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA 


94116 


Robert  Buichard 

22  0  Montgomery 
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Gary  Fie 

188  Seal  Rock  Drive 
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Mary  Hall 
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Nat  Finnigan 
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Gary  Frey 
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Robert  Hayden 
S.F.  Chamber  of  Commerce 
400  Montgomery  St. 
S.F.     CA  94102 


Don  Henry 

People  for  a  GGNRA  ■ 
1021  A  Dolores  St.  - 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
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Mr.  William  Hewartson 

7650     Geary  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Elizabethe  Lembke 

145  Sutro  Heights 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Julia  Hirsh 

27  Hinckley  Walk 

San  Francisco,  CA 


94111 


Mrs .  Robert  Lewis 

445  Point  Lobos 
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Roger  Hurlbert 
SPUR 
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Carl  Imparato 
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John  J.  Johnck 
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Rodney  Johnson 
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Stan  Lipkin 

Project  SAFE 
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Shari  Mann 
S .O.B.C. 
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William  C.  Marrs 

Bank  of  America 

3701  Balboa  Street 
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Greg  Kendrick 

3143  Turk  Street  (Rear) 
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J.  Markovich 
442  -  44th  Ave. 
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CA  94121 


John  Larsen 
Recreation  Department 
John  Muir  Apartments 
130  Westlake  Ave. 
Daly  City,  CA    9  4014 


Wan  Ho  Chao  Lee,  Ph.  D. 

574  -48th  Ave. 

San  Francisco,     CA  94121 


Kurt  S.  Martin 
Coldwell  Banker 
One  Embarcadero  Center 
San  Francisco/  CA  94111 


Judy  McCabe 

2206  Great  Highway  ' 

San  Francisco  94116 
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Cliff  Meneken 
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San  Francisco,     CA  94122 
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Max  Meunier 

599  -45th  Ave 
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Amy  Meyer 

People  for  a  GGNRA 

36  27  Clement  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Gabe  Michael 
Grapeleaf  Restuarant 
4031  Balboa  St. 
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Aetna  Miles 

401  -43rd  Ave.  #104 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Ocean  Beach  Associates,  Inc. 
3250  Wilshire  Blvd.  #805 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90010 
Attn:     T.   K.  Kutay 


Dennis  0 ' Rorke 
711-  4  8th  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Gina  Pennestri 

c/o  John  Burton 

450  Golden  Gate  Ave.  RMll-152 

S.  F.  CA  94102 

Attn:     Gena  Pennestri 


People  for  a  GGNRA 
3627  Clement  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94121 
Attn:     Amy  Meyer 


Lec  Poteet 

Commission  Agency 

1095  Market  St.     Room  700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Planning  Assoc.  for  the  Richmond 

414  Clement  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Attn:     Don  Ziegler,  President 


Mr.  and  Mrs.  Alexander  Resmers 

551-  46th  Ave. 
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Richmond  Asian  Caucus 

Charlie  Lee 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


175 


GROUPS   &  INDIVIDUALS 
(Continued) 

Richmond  District  Council 
473  -14th  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 
Attn:     Ed  Lawson,  President 


GROUPS   &  INDIVIDUALS 
(Continued) 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 

400  Montgomery  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:     Bob  Hayden 


Richmond  Environmental  Action 
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Gloria  Root 

John  Blayley  Assoc. 
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Rossi  Park  Property  Owners 

Association 
524  -4th  Ave. 
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Attn:     Patrick  Walsh,  President 


Msgr.   Philip  Ryan 

3835  Balboa  St. 
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Safeway  Stores 

Real  Estate  Department 

47400  Kato  Rd. 

Fremont,   CA    9  4538 

Attn:     Marilyn  T^chtmeyer 


Sandy  and  Bacock 
1349  Larkin  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:     Diana  Crawford 


San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:     Mr.  H.  Klussmann, 
President 


San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 
Renewal  Association 
126  Post  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
9  First  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     Susan  Smith 


Steve  Scholl 

1305  -_31st  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


James  Schrieder 
4645  Balboa 

San  Francisco,  CA  94121 


Rick  Schwach 
55  Bayo  Vista 
Larkspur,  CA  94939 


Bart  Seilder 

P.O.   Box  99372 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Sierra  Club 
530  Bush  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:     Becky  Evans 


Igor  and  Galina  Sokoloff 

1440  44th  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


San  Francisco  Board  of  Realtors       Thomas  Swinnerton 

246  Van  Ness  Ave.  4508  Cabrillo 

San  Francisco,  CA     94102  San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

Attn:     Jas.   C.  Fabris 

Executive  Director 
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David  T.  Warren 
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Susan  Windman 
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45  Hyde  St. 
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San  Francisco  Progress 
Michael  S.  Mewhinney 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
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Donna  Yee 
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Steve  Ziman 
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215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:     Jean  Circiello 
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Stanford  University 
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Hastings  Law  Library 
198  McAllister  Street 
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1.     Existing  Traffic  Conditions 


Existing  traffic  conditions  in  the  area  were  identified  from 
City  of  San  Francisco  count  data   (27  January  1977) ,  and  traffic 
counts  conducted  by  Alan  M.  Voohees  and  Associates  in  January 
1977  and  July  1978.     Both  1977  data  sources  were  updated  on 
the  basis  of  the  July  1978  counts  conducted  for  this  study. 
Average  daily  traffic   (ADT)  on  the  local/distributor  roads 
was  estimated  from  peak  counts  assuming  that  the  peak  hour 
constructed  12%-^-  of  ADT.     Flows  on  Cabrillo  and  Fulton,  east 
of  48th  Avenue  were  estimated  by  a  block-by-block  interpola- 
tion from  counts  at  48th  Avenue  and  at  25th  Avenue.^ 

2 .     Details  of  Project  Traffic  Generation  Estimates 

The  proposed  project  site  would  be  in  an  urban  area  serviced 
with  above  average  transit  connections,  particularly  to  the 
major  employment  center  of  downtown  San  Francisco. 

It  was  thus  necessary  to  base  trip  generation  estimates  for 
the  proposed  project  on  person  trip  generation  rates  and  then 
split  the  total  person  trips^  that  would  be  generated  by  the 
project  into  transit  and  automobile  trips.     This  approach  re- 
quired the  estimation  of  modal  split^  parameters  and  automobile 
occupancy  factors. 

Table  A-1  shows  the  base  vehicle  trip  generation  rates-^  and  ve- 
hicle occupancy  factors  used  to  determine  the  person  trip  rates 
applicable  to  each  land  use  category  of  the  proposed  project. 


-"■Based  on  residential  trip  generation  rate  data. 
.  Sources:  Institute  of  Traffic  Engineers,   "Trip  Genera- 
tion, 1976,"  and  CalTrans,   "10th  Program  Report  on 
Trip  Ends  Generation  Research  Counts,  July  1975." 

City  of  San  Francisco  Traffic  Counts,  December  1975. 

"^Person  trips  relate  to  people  as  the  travel  unit, 
vehicle  trips  relate  to  vehicles  as  the  travel  unit.     At  a 
vehicle  occupancy  of  1.0   (1  person  per  vehicle),  person  vehicle 
trips  are  equivalent.     Generally,  vehicle  occupancy  is  higher 
than  1.0,  so  a  given  number  of  person  trips  would  translate 
to  a  lesser  number  of  vehicle  trips. 

'^Modal  split:     the  proportion  of  trips  using  transit. 
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Level  of  Trip  Making  Internal  to  the  Project 


The  developer  proposes  that  the  recreational  facilities 
within  the  project  would  be  oriented  toward  local  use  and 
would  be  open  only  to  project  residents  and  local  Richmond 
area  residents.     A  total  membership  of  about  1,000  families 
is  planned  by  the  developer,  of  which  50%  would  be  from  the 
project  itself. 

The  commercial  facilities  would  also  be  oriented  primarily 
toward  locas  use,  although  because  of  the  geographical  lo- 
cation they  would  also  offer  a  more  regional  service  in  that 
facilities  would  be  provided  for  beach  users  and  recreational 
trips  to  the  general  area.     Due  to  the  relatively  small  size 
however,  it  is  not  expected  that  the  commercial  facilities 
would  be  a  major  regional  recreational  trip  attractor. 

As  the  proposed  project  would  be  adjacent  to  the  existing 
Safeway  store  on  La  Playa  between  Cabrillo  and  Fulton  Streets, 
it  may  be  expected  that  some  shopping  trips  by  project  resi- 
dents would  be  satisfied  by  this  facility.     Some  existing 
Safeway  users  may  also  extend  their  trip  to  the  commercial 
facilities  offered  by  the  proposed  project. 

No  data  is  available  as  to  the  level  of  internal  trips 
that  would  be  made  within  the  area  of  the  project   (i.e.,  the 
proposed  project,  Safeway,  and  the  beach) .     For  the  purposes 
of  this  analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  4  0%  of  the  retail  trips 
generated  by  the  project  would  be  made  from  within  the  project 
area.     This  4  0%  would  include  both  project  residents  and  people 
already  using  the  existing  Safeway  and  beach  facilities. ^ 
Similarly,  it  was  assumed  that  20%  of  the  restaurant  trips  and 
60%  of  the  recreational  trips  would  be  made  from  the  project 
area.     Trips  generated  by  the  condominimiims  and  senior  citi- 
zen apartments  were  reduced  by  15%  to  allow  for  project  resi- 
dents using  the  existing  Safeway  store  and  the  commercial  and 
recreational  facilities  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  net  effect  of  these  assumptions  was  to  reduce  the  average 
daily  traffic   (ADT)   expected  to  be  generated  by  the  project  by 


-■-This  percentage  was  developed  from  professional  judg- 
ment based  on  various  trip  generation  sources  for  residen- 
tial, retail  and  recreational  beach  facilities    (See  Foot- 
note 1,  Table  A-1) . 
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Table  A-1 

Derivation  of  Person  Trip  Generation  Rates 


Land  Use 

Size 

Racp  Tri n     ■•  , 

Generation  Rate—' 
(vphTcles ) 

Vehi  cl e  T  , 
Occupancy-^ 

Person  Trio 
Rate 

Condominiums 

574  D.U. 

6.0/D.U. 

1.25 

7.5/D.U. 

Sr.  Citizen 
Apartments 

101  D.U. 

4.0/D.U. 

1.25 

5.0/D.U. 

Retail 

45,000  SF 

80.0/1000  SF 

1.30 

104.0/1000  SF 

Restaurant 

15,000  SF 

100.0/1000  SF 

1.70 

170/1000  SF 

Recreational 

4  courts 

35.0/court 

1.50 

52. 5/court 

1/    Sources:    Institute  of  Traffic  Engineers,  Trip  Generation,  1976. 

Cal trans  Progress  Reports  on  Trip  Ends  Generation  Research  Counts:  Studies 

95,  153,  205,  210,  218,  219,  252,  253,  263,  264,  265,  266. 
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about  25%.     While  the  proportion  of  internal  trips  within 
the  project  area  could  be  higher  than  this — particularly  if 
local  Richmond  residents  walk  or  bicycle  to  the  project 
retail  facilities,  or  the  project  commercial  facilities  at- 
tract a  higher  proportion  of  trips  from  residents,  existing 
Safeway  shoppers,  and  beach  users — the  assumptions  made  were 
conservative  in  order  to  assess  the  worst-case  traffic  genera- 
tion impact  of  the  project. 


Modal  Split  Assumptions 

Modal  split  percentages  were  derived  as  follows.     The  results 
of  the  MUNI  On-Board  Survey 1  undertaken  in  1975,  indicate  a 
transit  trip  generation  rate  of  0.71  or  more  home-based  trip 
ends  per  capita  for  the  West  Richmond  area.     Assuming  a  rate 
of  0.75  and  an  average  household  size  for  the  proposed  pro- 
ject of  2.1   (slightly  below  the  average  owner-occupied  house- 
hold size  in  the  area  of  2.3  recorded  in  the  1975  Sample 
Census^)  yields  1.58  home-based  transit  trips  per  unit,  or 
about  907  transit  trips  generated  from  the  condominiums  of 
the  proposed  project.     This  is  equal  to  21%  of  the  4,305  total 
person  trips  estimated  to  be  generated  from  the  condominiums. 
It  was  therefore  assumed  that  20%  of  average  daily  trips  from 
the  condominiums  would  travel  by  transit. 

No  data  are  available  to  allow  similar  procedures  to  be  adopted 
in  estimating  modal  split  for  the  three  remaining  land  uses. 
As  senior  citizens  generally  experience  lower  than  average 
car  ownership  levels,  it  was  assumed  that  40%  of  daily  trips 
generated  from  the  senior  citizen  apartments  would  travel  by 
transit.     Modal  percentages  of  10%  for  commercial  generated 
trips  and  20%  for  recreational  generated  trips  were 
assumed. 

Employee  trips  would  account  for  about  3-4%  of  the  total  trips 
estimated  to  be  generated  by  the  project.     The  modal  split  of 
condominium  and  elderly-housing  employees  would  be  close  to  the 
average  modal  split  for  the  commercial-based  employees  would  be 
rather  higher  than  the  average  of  10%  assumed  for  all  commer- 
cial employment  would  probably  be  locally  based   (outer  Rich- 
mond Area)  ,  and  the  good  transit  service  in  the  area,   it  is 
likely  that  the  modal  split  for  these  employees  would  be  nearer 


^MUNI:     On-Board  Survey  Summary  of  Results,  Wilbur  Smith 
&  Associates,  1976. 

2u.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Census,  Special 
Census  of  Housing  in  San  Francisco  and  SMSA,   1977,  unpublished. 
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The  following  table  suiranarizes  the  modal  percentages  assumed 
in  the  trip  generation  estimates.     With  the  exception  of  con- 
dominiums, it  has  been  assumed  that  the  percentage  using  tran- 
sit remains  constant  between  the  peak  hour  and  the  whole  day. 
The  condominiums,  however,  would  generate  a  certain  propor- 
tion of  work  trips  and  modal  split  is  traditionally  higher 
for  work  trips  than  for  any  other  trip  purposes. 


Assumed  %  of  motorized  trips  by  transit 


Land  Use  Type 

2 4 -hour 

Peak  hour 

Condominiums 

20% 

40% 

Sr.  Citizen  Apartments 

40% 

40% 

Commercial 

10% 

10% 

Recreational 

20% 

20% 

The  1970  Census  indicates  that  43%  of  motorized  work  trips  from 
the  general  area  of  the  proposed  project  site  were  made  on  pub- 
lic transit. 1   (See  also  Table  4).     As  not  all  peak-hour  trips 
are  work  trips,  it  was  assumed  that  40%  of  peak-hour  trips 
generated  from  the  condominiums  would  use  transit. 

Due  to  the  necessity  of  deriving  transit  trip  and  total  trip 
generation  rates  from  independent  sources,  the  lack  of  pre- 
cise modal  split  data  for  the  Richmond  area,  and  for  the  pro- 
ject specifically,  introduces  an  element  of  uncertainty  into 
the  transit  trip  forecasts  for  the  project. 

A  daily  20%  and  peak-hour  40%  transit  split  of  condominium 
generated  trips  represents  a  high  level  of  overall  transit 
ridership  that  would  be  appropriate  to  the  above-average 
transit  service  provision  to  the  project  site  (particularly 
when  it  is  considered  that  these  percentages  are  for  travel 
to  all  trip  destinations,  not  just  downtown  San  Francisco) . 
However,  in  view  of  the  element  of  uncertainty,  and  also  in 
view  of  the  transit  route  improvements  to  the  Richmond  area 
contained  in  the  MUNI  Five-Year  Plan,  a  sensitivity  analysis 
of  transit  impacts  has  been  included  which  assumes  a  25% 
daily  transit  split  from  the  condominiums,  with  a  corres- 
ponding split  during  the  peak  hour  of  about  45%-50%.  This 
"higher  transit  ridership"  scenario  represents  25%  more 
transit  riders  from  the  project  than  projected  in  Table  A-2 
and  is  detailed  under  project  traffic  generation. 


•^1970  Census  of  Population  and  Housing,  San  Francisco- 
Oakland  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area.  Census 
Tract  0479. 
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Vehicle  Occupancy  Assumptions 


The  remaining  person  trips  would  thus  be  automobile  trips 
and  need  to  be  reduced  to  vehicle  trips  by  the  application 
of  vehicle  occupancy  factors.     An  average  vehicle  occupancy  of 
1.5  was  assumed-'-  for  daily  trips,  for  all  land  use  types 
except  commercial,  for  which  a  factor  of  1.3  was  applied, 
and  restaurant  trips,  for  which  an  occupancy  of  1.7  was  used. 
Vehicle  occupancy  was  assumed  to  be  the  same  during  the  peak- 
hour  as  throughout  the  day,  with  the  exception  of  trips 
generated  from  the  condominiums.     The  1970  Census  indicated 
an  average  vehicle  occupancy  for  work  trips  of  1.15  for  the 
area  in  which  the  proposed  project  would  be  located.  Ve- 
hicle occupancies  are  generally  lower  for  work  trips  than  for 
any  other  trip  purpose. 2    As  not  all  peak-hour  trips  generated 
by  the  condominiums  would  be- work  trips,  a  vehicle  occupancy 
of  1.2  was  assumed  for  peak-hour  trips  generated  from  the 
condominiums . 


Project  Traffic  Generation 

Table  A-2  summarizes  the  estimated  number  of  trips  that  would 
be  generated  by  the  project.     The  numbers  shown  in  the  table 
account  for  the  internal  trip-making  assumptions  and  thus 
represent  additional  trips  that  would  be  added  to  the  road 
network  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  trip  generation  estimates  are  based  on  approximate  size 
projections  of  project  elements.     While  the  final  project 
parameters  may  change  slightly,  they  would  not  be  expected  to 
alter  the  overall  trip  generation  estimates  for  the  project 
by  more  than  ±10%,  i.e.,  within  the  margin  of  error  of  the 
trip  projections  summarized  in  Table  A-2.     Although  the  pro- 
posed square  footage  of  commercial  and  restaurant  space  changed 

after  most  of  the  traffic  estimates  were  developed,  the  over- 
all trip  generation  estimates  remain  within  the  margin  of 
error  of  the  projections  in  Table  A-2.     The  trips  added  due 
to  the  increase  in  commercial  space  were  offset  by  the  trips 
subtracted  due  to  the  decrease  in  restaurant  area. 


-■■Transportation  and  Traffic  Engineering  Handbook,  Insti- 
tute of  Transportation  Engineers,   1976.     Note  that  the  vehicle 
occupancy  assumed  for  the  final  estimation  of  residential  trip 
generation  from  the  project  is  higher  than  the  occupancies 
assumed  in  the  derivation  of  the  residential  person  trip  rates 
shown  in  Table  A-1.     This  is  because  the  base  trip  generation 
rates  and  vehicle  occupancies  were  derived  from  CalTrans  trip 
generation  studies  which  are  generally  for  suburban  areas.  The 
proposed  project  would,  however,  be  in  an  urban  area  where  car 
ownership  is  generally  lower  than  suburban  areas,  and  thus 
vehicle  occupancy  is  higher. 

^Ibid. 
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It  is  estimated  that  the  proposed  project  would  generate  an 
additional  9,025  average  daily  motorized  person  trips  in  the 
area,  of  which  1,410  trips,  about  16%,  would  be  made  by  transit 
The  project  would  generate  an  estimated  5,200  average  daily 
automobile  vehicle  trips. 

About  52%  of  the  total  daily  transit  trips  would  be  generated 
by  the  condiminiums ,   35%  from  the  commercial  facilities,  12% 
from  the  senior  citizen  apartments,  and  the  remaining  1%  by 
the  recreational  club.     Of  the  automobile  vehicle  trips 
generated  by  the  project,  about  38%  would  be  generated  from 
the  condominiums,  58%  from  the  commercial  facilities,  3%  from 
the  senior  citizen  apartments,  and  the  remaining  1%  from 
the  recreational  club. 

During  the  morning  peak  hour   (around  7:30  -  8:30  a.m.),  165 
transit  trips  and  275  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  by  the 
project.     Traffic  generated  during  the  evening  peak  hour 
(5  -  6  p.m.)  would  be  higher  due  to  higher  evening  peaking 
characteristics  of  all  the  proposed  project  land  uses.  An 
estimated  235  transit  trips  and  560  vehicle  trips  would  be 
generated  by  the  project  during  the  evening  hour.     About  3  0% 
of  evening  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  project  would  use 
transit. 

Under  the  "higher  transit  ridership"  scenario  detailed  earlier, 
the  project  would  generate  about  1,590  daily  transit  trips 
(compared  to  1,410) ,  with  275    (compared  to  235)   transit  trips 
occuring  during  the  evening  peak  hour. 

Table  A-3  shows  the  estimated  project  traffic  generation  by 
development  parcel.     Parcel  1,  containing  the  commercial  and 
recreational  facilities  and  the  senior  citizen  apartments, 
would  be  the  highest  trip  generator,  with  an  estimated  67  4 
daily  transit  trips  and  3,242  daily  vehicle  trips.     These  trips 
would  represent  48%  and  62%,  respectively,  of  the  total  daily 
transit  and  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project.  The 
remaining  three  parcels,  all  condominium  development,  would 
each  generate  between  212  and  256  daily  transit  trips,  about 
15%-19%  of  the  daily  project  total,  and  between  566  and  703 
daily  vehicle  trips,  about  11%-14%  of  the  daily  project  total. 

Parcel  1  would  also  be  the  highest  traffic  generator  during 
the  evening  peak-hour  with  73  transit  trips,  or  about  31%  of 
the  peak-hour  total,  and  358  vehicle  trips,  accounting  for 
about  64%  of  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project. 

On  an  average  Sunday  the  project  would  generate  an  estimated 
7,194  additional  daily  person-trips,  or  about  80%  of  the  averag 
weekday  trips  generated.     Although  rather  more  trips  would  be 
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generated  from  the  condominiums  than  during  the  week,  the 
number  of  additional  trips  generated  by  the  retail  facilities 
would  be  lower  on  Sundays.     The  project  would  generate  an 
estimated  1,006  transit  trips  and  4,098  vehicle  trips  on  a 
Sunday.     The  peak-hour  would  occur  between  about  4  and  5  p.m., 
when  an  estimated  102  transit  trips  and  408  vehicle  trips 
would  be  generated.     These  would  represent  about  44%  and 
73%,  respectively,  of  the  transit  and  vehicle  trips  generated 
by  the  project  during  the  weekday  evening  peak-hour. 


3 .     Distribution  of  Project  Traffic 

The  following  distribution  of  project-generated  traffic  was 
assumed,  based  on  a  consideration  of  existing  traffic  dis- 
tribution over  the  road  network,  on  the  1970  Census  work  trip 
destinations  reported  for  the  West  Richmond  area,    (see  Table 
A- 4)   and  on  major  trip  generators/attractors  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Region. 


Point  Lobos  Avenue 

25% 

47th  Avenue   (to  Geary) 

12.5% 

46th  Avenue   (to  Geary) 

7.5% 

45th  Avenue   (to  Geary) 

5% 

Balboa  Street 

7% 

Cabrillo  Street 

3% 

Fulton  Street 

20% 

Great  Highway   (south  of  Fulton) 

20% 

The  estimated  number  of  trips  generated  by  the  project  were 
assigned  to  the  road  network  by  individual  development  parcel, 
assuming  the  distribution  pattern  listed  above  for  each  parcel. 
It  was  further  assumed  that  traffic  destined  to  the  thorough- 
fares of  Fulton  Street,  the  Great  Highway,  and  Geary  Street, 
would  attempt  to  join  those  streets  as  close  to  the  project 
site  as  possible.     The  resulting  distribution  of  project-genera 
ted  traffic  may  thus  be  considered  as  a  worst-case  situation 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 

Table  5  summarizes  ADT  and  evening  peak-hour  traffic  on  the 
principal  access  roads  to  the  site  with  and  without  the  project 
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TABLE  A- 4 


Means  of  Transportation  to/from  Work  and  Place  of  Work: 
Census  Tract  479  Compared  with  City,  1970. 


Mode  of  Transit 


CT  479  %  City-wide 


Auto:     Driver  46%  42% 

Passenger  7%  7% 

Transit  41%  35% 

Walk  3%  11% 

Other  3%  5% 

Place  of  Work 


100%  100= 


SF:     CBD  22%  26% 

Rest  of  City  58%  55% 

Oakland  1%  1% 

Rest  of  Alameda  County  1%  1% 

San  Mateo  County  6%  5% 

Contra  Costa  County  1% 

Marin  County  1% 

Other  10%  12% 

100%  100% 


Source:     1970  Census  of  Population  and  Housing,  San  Francisco- 
Oakland  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area. 
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Closure  of  La  Playa  Street 


The  redistribution  of  traffic  due  to  the  closure  of  La  Playa 
Street  could  have  a  variety  of  impacts  depending  upon  the  origins 
and  destinations  of  the  diverted  traffic.     These  origins  and 
destinations  are  unknown.     Under  a  worst-case  assumption^  the 
following  diversions  of  traffic  onto  adjacent  streets  are  estimated. 


Traffic  Without 
Project  


Street 
Balboa 

Balboa 
48th  Ave. 
Cabrillo 
La  Playa 
Fulton 
Great  Hwy. 


Section 

Great  Highway- 
La  Playa 

La  Playa-48th 

Balboa-Cabrillo 

La  Playa-48th 

at  Cabrillo 

at  Great  Hwy. 

Balboa-Cabrillo 


ADT 
1,900 

1,400 
140 
700 
910 

9,350 
15,750 


P.M.  Peak 
227 

171 
16 
82 

110 
773 
1,422 


Diverted  Traffic 
due  to  Closure  of 
La  Playa  Street 

ADT  P.M.  Peak 

-250  -30 


+200 
+640 
+175 
-250 
+250 
+250 


+25 
+  75 
+  20 
-30 
+  30 
+  30 


These  estimated  traffic  diversions  have  been  included  in  the  project 
traffic  impact  estimates  shown  in  Table  A-2  and  in  Figures  18  -ind 
19  in  the  main  text. 


-^Assuming  about  50%  of  diverted  traffic  has  either  an 
origin  or  distination  at  the  Safeway  store  at  La  Playa/Cabrillo , 
and  that  diverted  traffic  would  principally  use  local  roads. 
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Office  of  Environmental  Review 
Departanent  of  City  Planning 

13  April  1977 

Standard  Definitions 

TRAFFIC:  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE* 

Level  of  service  A  describes  a  condition  of  free  flow,  with 
low  volumes  and  high  speeds.    Traffic  density  Is  low,  with  speeds 
controlled  by  driver  desires,  speed  limits,  and  physical  roadway 
conditions.    There  is  little  or  no  restriction  in  maneuverability 
due  to  the  presence  of  other  vehicles,  and  drivers  can  maintain 
their  desired  speeds  with  little  or  no  delay. 

Level  of  service  B  is  in  the  zone  of  stable  flow,  with  oper- 
ating speeds  beginning  to  be  restricted  somewhat  by  traffic 
conditions.    Drivers  still  have  reasonable  freedom  to  select  their 
speed  and  lane  of  operation.    Reductions  in  speed  are  not  unreason- 
able, with  a  low  probability  of  traffic  flow  being  restricted.  The 
lower  limit  (lowest  speed,  highest  volume)  of  this  level  of  service 
has  been  associated  with  service  volumes  used  in  the  design  of  rural 
highways. 

Level  of  service  C  is  still  in  the  zone  of  stable  flow,  but 
speeds  and  maneuverability  are  more  closely  controlled  by  the  higher 
volumes.    f4ost  of  the  drivers  are  restricted  in  their  freedom  to 
select  their  own  speed,  change  lanes,  or  pass.    A  relatively  satis- 
factory operating  speed  is  still  obtained,  with  service  volumes 
perhaps  suitable  for  urban  design  practice. 

Level  of  service  0  approaches  unstable  flow,  with  tolerable 
operating  speeds  being  maintained  though  considerably  affected  by 
changes  in  operating  conditions.    Fluctuations  in  volume  and  tem- 
porary restrictions  to  flow  may  cause  substantial  drops  in  operating 
speeds.    Drivers  have  little  freedom  to  maneuver,  and  comfort  and 
convenience  are  low,  but  conditions  can  be  tolerated  for  short 
periods  of  time. 

Level  of  service  E  cannot  be  described  by  speed  alone,  but 
represents  operations  at  even  lower  operating  speeds  than  in  level 
D,  with  volumes  at  or  near  the  capacity  of  the  highway.    Flow  is 
unstable,  and  there  may  be  stoppages  of  momentary  duration. 

Level  of  service  F  describes  forced  flow  operation  at  low 
speeds,  where  volumes  are  below  capacity.    These  conditions  usual- 
ly result  from  queues  of  vehicles  backing  up  from  a  restriction 
downstream.    Speeds  are  reduced  substantially  and  stoppages  may 
occur  for  short  or  long  periods  of  time  because  of  the  downstream 
congestion.    In  the  extreme,  both  speed  and  volume  can  drop  to  zero. 


*  Derived  from;  Highway  Research  Board,  Highway  Capacity  Manual, 
Spec.  Rpt.  No.  87,  1965. 


198 


APPENDIX  B 
NOISE 
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APPENDIX  B  NOISE 


Part  I  of  this  Appendix  provides  background  information  to  aid  in  under- 
standing the  technical  aspects  of  the  noise  sections.  Part  II  discusses 
the  noise  measurement  survey  conducted  for  this  report. 

I.    Fundamentals  of  Environmental  Noise 

Three  dimensions  of  environmental  noise  are  Important  in  determining  subjective 
response.    These  are: 

1)  the  intensity  or  level  of  the  sound; 

2)  the  frequency  spectrum  of  the  sound; 

3)  the  time-varying  character  of  the  sound. 

Airborne  sound  is  a  rapid  fluctuation  of  air  pressure  above  and  below  atmospheric 
pressure.    Sound  levels  are  usually  measured  and  expressed  in  decibels  (dB), 
with  0  dB  corresponding  roughly  to  the  threshold  of  hearing. 

The  "frequency"  of  a  sound  refers  to  the  number  of  complete  pressure  fluctuations 
per  second  in  the  sound.    The  unit  of  measurement  is  the  cycle  per  second  (cps) 
or  Mertz  (Hz).    Most  of  the  sounds  which  we  hear  in  the  environment  do  not  consis 
of  a  single  frequency,  but  of  a  broad  band  of  frequencies,  differing  in  level. 
The  quantitative  expression  of  the  frequency  and  level  content  of  a  sound  is 
its  sound  spectrum.    A  sound  spectrum  for  engineering  purposes  is  typically 
described  in  terms  of  octave  bands  which  separate  the  audible  frequency  range 
(for  human  beings,  from  about  20  to  20,000  Hz)  into  nine  segments. 

Many  rating  methods  have  been  devised  to  permit  comparisons  of  sounds  having 
quite  different  spectra.    Fortunately,  the  simplest  method  correlates  with 
human  response  practically  as  well  as  the  more  complex  methods  (Parkin  1964, 
Hillquist  1967,  Galloway  et  aj_  1969,  Botsford  1969).    This  method  consists  of 
evaluating  all  of  the  content  of  a  sound  in  accordance  with  a  weighting  that 
progressively  and  severely  deemphasizes  the  importance  of  frequency  components 
below  1000  Hz,  with  mild  deemphasis  above  5000  Hz.    This  type  of  frequency 
v/eighting  reflects  the  fact  that  human  hearing  is  less  sensitive  at  low 
frequencies  and  extrem.e  high  frequencies  than  in  the  frequency  midrange. 
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The  weighting  curve  most  often  used  is  called  "A"  weighting,  and  the  level 
so  measured  is  called  the  "A-weighted  sound  level,"  or  simply  "A-level." 

The  A-level  in  decibels  is  expressed  "dBA" i  the  appended  letter  "A"  is  a  reminder 
of  the  particular  kind  of  weighting  used  for  the  measurement.    In  practice,  the 
A-level  of  a  sound  source  is  conveniently  measured  using  a  sound  level  meter 
that  includes  an  electrical  filter  corresponding  to  the  A-weighting  curve. 
All  U.S.  and  international  standard  sound  level  meters  include  such  a  filter. 
Typical  A- levels  measured  in  the  environment  and  in  industry  are  shown  in^ 
Figure  A-1 . 

Although  the  A-level  may  adequately  describe  environmental  noise  at  any 
instant  in  time,  the  fact  is  that  the  community  noise  level  varies  continuously. 
Most  environmental  noise  includes  a  conglomeration  of  distant  noise  sources 
which  creates  a  relatively  steady  background  noise  in  v;hich  no  particular 
source  is  identifiable.    These  distant  sources  may  include  traffic,  wind 
in  trees,  industrial  activities,  etc.    These  noise  sources  are  relatively' 
constant  from  moment  to  moment,  but  vary  slowly  from  hour  to  hour  as  natural 
forces  change  or  as  human  activity  follows  its  daily  cycle.    Superimposed  on 
this  slowly  varying  background  is  a  succession  of  identifiable  noisy  events 
of  brief  duration.    These  may  include  nearby  activities  or  single  vehicle 
passages,  aircraft  flyovers,  etc.,  which  cause  the  environmental  noise  level 
to  vary  from  instant  to  instant. 

To  describe  the  time-varying  character  of  environmental  noise,  the  statistical 
noise  descriptors  L-jq,  L^q,  and  LgQ  are  commonly  used  (Kittelson  et  al_  1964, 
Griffiths  et  a],  1968,  Olson  1970,  Scholes  1970,  Gordon  et  al  1971).    The  L-jq, 
as  used  in  this  report,  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  equaled  or  exceeded 
during  10  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.    The  L-jq  is  considered  a  good 
measure  of  the  "average  peak"  noise.    The  L^q  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  that 
is  equaled  or  exceeded  50  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.    The  L^q  represents 
the  median  sound  level.    The  LgQ  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  equaled  or 
exceeded  during  90  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.    The  LgQ  is  used  to  des- 
cribe the  background  noise. 
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LIGHT  TRAFFIC  (100') 
AVERAGE  RESIDENCE 

MINIMUM  LEVELS,  RESIDENTIAL  AREAS 
IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AT  NIGHT 


RECORDING  STUDIO 


NOTE: 


The  distance  (in  feet)  between  the  source  ood  listener  is  shown 
in  parenthesis. 


Figure  A-1 :  TYPICAL  SOUND  LEVELS  MEASURED  IN  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  IN  INDUSTRY 
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As  it  is  often  cumbersome  to  describe  the  noise  environment  with  these 
statistical  descriptors,  a  single  number  descriptor  called  the  L^^  is  becoming 
widely  used.    The  L^^  is  defined  as  the  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level 
which  in  a  stated  period  of  time  would  contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as 
the  time-varying  sound  level  during  the  same  time  period.    The  L^^  is  particu- 
larly useful  in  describing  the  subjective  change  in  an  environment  where  the 
source  of  noise  remains  the  same  but  there  is  change  in  the  level  of  activity. 
Widening  roads  and/or  increasing  traffic  are  examples  of  this  kind  of  situation. 

In  determining  the  daily  measure  of  environmental  noise,  it  is 
important  to  account  for  the  difference  in  response  of  people  to 
daytime  and  nighttime  noises. 

During  the  nighttime,  exterior  background  noises  are  generally  lower 
than  the  daytime  levels.     However  most  household  noise  also  decreases 
at  night  and  exterior  noises  become  very  noticeable.     Further  most 
people  are  sleeping  at  night  and  are  very  sensitive  to  noise  intrusion. 

To  account  for  human  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise  levels  a  descrip- 
tor L^^  (day-night  equivalent  sound  level)  was  developed.     The  L^^ 
divides  the  24-hour  day  into  the  daytime  of  7  am  to  10  pm  and  the 
nighttime  of  10  pm  to  7  am.     The  nighttime  noise  level  is  weighted 
10  dB  higher  than  the  daytime  noise  level.     The  L^^  then  is  the 
A- weighted  average  sound  level   in  decibels  during  a  24-hour  period 
with  a  10  dB  weighting  applied  to  nighttime.     For  higway  noise 
environments  the  L      during  the  peak  traffic  hour  is  approximately 
equal   to  the  L.  . 
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The  effects  of  noise  on  people  can  be  listed  in  three  general  categories: 

1)  subjective  effects  of  annoyance,  nuisance,  dissatisfaction; 

2)  interference  with  activities  such  as  speech,  sleep,  learning; 

3)  physiological  effects  such  as  startle,  hearing  loss. 

The  sound  levels  associated  with  environmental  noise,  in  almost  every  case, 
produce  effects  only  in  the  first  two  categories.    Unfortunately,  there  is 
as  yet  no  completely  satisfactory  measure  of  the  subjective  effects  of  noise, 
or  of  the  corresponding  reactions  of  annoyance  and  dissatisfaction.    This  is 
primarily  because  of  the  wide  variation  in  individual  thresholds  of  annoyance, 
and  habituation  to  noise  over  differing  individual  past  experiences  with  noise 
(Stevens  et  al  1955). 

Thus,  an  important  parameter  in  determining  a  person's  subjective  reaction 
to  a  new  noise  is  the  existing  noise  environment  to  which  one  has  adapted: 
the  so-called  "ambient"  noise.    "Ambient"  is  defined  in  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance  as  "the  all-encompassing  noise  associated  with  a  given  environment, 
being  a  composite  of  sounds  from  many  sources,  near  and  far"  (S.  F.  Municipal 
Code  1972).    In  general,  the  more  a  new  noise  exceeds  the  previously  existing 
ambient,  the  less  acceptable  the  new  noise  will  be  judged  by  the  hearers 
(Galloway  et  al  1969). 

With  regard  to  increases  in  noise  level,  knowledge  of  the  following  relation- 
ships will  be  helpful  in  understanding  the  quantitative  sections  of  this 
report  (Stevens  et_  al  1955,  Beranek  1954): 

a)  Except  in  carefully  controlled  laboratory  experiments,  an  increase  of 
only  one  dB  in  A-level  cannot  be  perceived. 

b)  Outside  of  the  laboratory,  a  three-dB  increase  in  A-level  is  considered 
a  just-noticeable  difference. 
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A  change  in  A-level  of  at  least  five  dB  is  required  before  any  notice- 
able change  in  community  response  would  be  expected. 
A  ten-dB  increase  in  A-level  is  subjectively  heard  as  approximately  a 
doubling  in  loudness,  and  would  almost  certainly  cause  an  adverse  change 
in  community  response.    Increases  of  more  than  ten  decibels 
would  be  expected  to  provoke  complaints. 
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II .     Noise  Measuranent  Survey 

Noise  levels  were  measured  for  15  minutes  at  each  location  with 
a  Bruel  and  Kjaer   (B&K)   4426  Noise  Level  Analyzer  and  B&K  4165 
Condenser  Microphone.     The  4426  samples  the  noise  environment 
every  0.1  seconds  for  the  duration  of  the  measurement  and  auto- 
matically calculates  the  desired  statistical  descriptors  and  the 
equivalent  sound  level.     The  microphone  was  fitted  with  a  wind- 
screen and  the  system  was  calibrated  before  and  after  the  survey 
with  a  B&K  4230  Sound  Level  Calibrator. 

During  the  survey  the  weather  was  typical  for  the  western  regions 
of  San  Francisco.     The  sky  was  occasionally  clear  but  was  fre- 
quently overcast  with  fog.     The  temperature  ranged  from  SO^F  to 
650F  and  the  wind  varied  from  calm  to  10  mph. 

Noise  measurements  were  conducted  at  four  locations  in  and  adja- 
cent to  this  project  site  on  11-13  January  1977  and  4-7  August 
1978. 
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I .  INTRODUCTION 


Architects,  engineers,  and  city  planners  designing  urban  struc- 
tures are  limited  by  the  lack  of  information  on  wind  effects 
brought  on  by  the  presence  of  these  structures,  such  as  discom- 
fort for  pedestrians  and  wind-caused  mechanical  problems  with 
doors,  windows,  and  ventilating  systems.     Once  a  structure  is 
built,  remedial  measures   (if  they  exist  at  all)   are  usually  very 
expensive , 

It  is  virtually  impossible  to  anticipate,  by  analysis  or  intui- 
tion, the  winds  that  will  be  caused  by  a  structure,  since  they 
are  determined  by  very  complex  interactions  of  forces.  Fortu- 
nately, it  is  possible  to  predict  the  wind  patterns  and  pressures 
around  structures  by  testing  scale  models  in  a  wind  tunnel  that 
can  simulate  natural  winds  near  the  ground.     This  allows  the 
designer  to  foresee  possible  environmental  and  mechanical  prob- 
lems and  alleviate  them  before  the  building  in  erected. 

Data  from  wind  tunnel  tests  can  be  combined  with  climatological 
data  to  analyze  the  effect  of  a  proposed  structure  on  pedestrians 
in  terms  of  human  comfort.     The  frequency  distribution  of  wind 
strengths  at  pedestrian  level,  combined  with  temperature  data 
and  shadow  patterns  of  the  proposed  structure  and  its  surround- 
ings, can  be  used  to  forecast  comfort  at  pedestrian  levels. 
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II.  SUMMARY 


A  wind  tunnel  test  was  conducted  on  a  model  of  the  proposed  proj- 
ect site,  based  on  drawings  prepared  by  the  architect.  Because 
the  site  currently  is  unoccupied  and  access  is  restricted,  tests 
were  not  made  on  the  site  as  it  currently  exists. 

The  study  results  indicated  that  the  east-west  orientation  of 
buildings  on  the  site  tended  to  accelerate  winds  between  the 
buildings,  but,  because  of  extensive  landscaping  planned,  these 
winds  would  be  less  than  those  in  an  open,  exposed  location. 
The  proposed  pedestrian  walkway,  an  extension  of  Cabrillo  Street, 
was  found  to  have  little  shelter  from  the  wind. 

The  retail  mall  generally  would  be  sheltered  from  westerly  winds 
by  intervening  buildings,  but  high  winds  would  occur  during  north- 
west winds,  where  the  mall  meets  Balboa  Street.     These  winds  are 
caused  by  the  channeling  effect  of  the  hillside  north  of  Balboa 
Street. 
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III.     SITE  DESCRIPTION 


The  project  site  is  a  10-acre  parcel  adjacent  to  the  Great 
Highway  at  the  site  of  the  old  Playland-at-the-Beach  amusement 
park.     The  site  is  separated  from  Ocean  Beach  by  the  Great 
Highway,  and  is  exposed  to  winds  from  off  the  Pacific.  A 
northwest-southeast  oriented  hill,  a  part  of  Sutro  Heights, 
occupies  the  area  directly  north  of  the  site.     With  the  excep- 
tion of  Parcel  4,  the  site  is  relatively  flat. 

The  proposed  project  is  a  residential/commercial  development. 
Six  residential  complexes  are  located  along  the  Great  Highway, 
with  a  maximum  height  of  40  feet  above  grade   (see  Figure  1) . 
Open-space  areas  are  provided  between  these  buildings.  The 
westerly  extension  of  Cabrillo  Street  is  proposed  as  a  pedes- 
trian walkway  through  the  site.     A  commercial/residential  build- 
ing and  mall  are  proposed  along  the  extension  of  La  Playa  Street 
between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets. 

Development  of  Parcel  4,  north  of  Balboa  Street,  is  uncertain. 
The  wind  tunnel  tests  were  performed  with  this  parcel  as  it  now 
exists . 
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IV.     MODEL  AND  WIND  TUNNEL  FACILITIES 


Model 

A  scale  model  of  the  proposed  building  and  nearby  structures 
was  constructed  of  polystyrene  and  urethane  foams,  using  blue- 
line  prints  supplied  by  the  architect.     Vegetation  and  ameni- 
ties were  included  as  indicated  on  site  plans.     The  model  scale 
was  one  inch  equals  40  feet. 


Wind  Tunnel  Facilities 

The  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation  boundary  layer 
wind  tunnel  was  designed  specifically  for  testing  architectural 
models.     The  working  section  is  7  feet  wide,  43  feet  long,  and 
5  feet  high.     Wind  velocities  in  the  tunnel  can  be  varied  from 
3.5  miles  per  hour  to  13  miles  per  hour.     The  flow  characteris- 
tics around  sharp-edged  objects  such  as  architectural  models 
are  constant  over  the  entire  speed  range.     Low  speeds  are  used 
for  photographing  tracer  smoke,  high  speeds  for  windspeed 
measurements. 

Simulation  of  the  characteristics  of  the  natural  wind  is  facili 
tated  by  an  arrangement  of  turbulence  generators  and  roughness 
upwind  of  the  test  section.     These  allow  adjustments  in  wind 
characteristics  to  provide  for  different  scale  models  and  vary- 
ing terrain  upwind  of  the  project  site. 

Measurements  of  windspeed  around  the  model  are  made  with  a  hot- 
wire anemometer,  a  device  that  relates  the  cooling  effect  of 
the  wind  on  a  heated  wire  to  the  actual  windspeed.     The  flow 
above  the  city  is  measured  by  a  Pitot  tube  connected  to  a  micro 
manometer.     The  Pitot  tube  and  micromanometer  measure  directly 
the  pressure  differences  between  moving  and  still  air.  This 
pressure  difference  is  then  related  to  the  actual  windspeed. 
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V.     TESTING  METHODOLOGY 


Simulation  of  Flow 

The  most  important  factors  in  assuring  similarity  between 
flow  around  a  model  in  a  wind  tunnel  and  flow  around  the 
actual  building  are  the  structure  of  the  approach  flow  and 
the  geometric  similarity  between  the  model  and  the  prototype. 
A  theoretical  discussion  of  the  exact  criteria  for  similar- 
ity is  not  included  in  this  paper,  but  may  be  found  elsewhere 
(Cermak  1966,  or  Cermak  and  Arya  1970). 

The  variation  of  windspeed  with  height  (wind  profile)  was 
adjusted  for  the  scale  of  the  model  and  the  type  of  terrain 
upwind  of  the  site.     The  profiles  used  were  those  generally 
accepted  as  adequately  describing  the  flow  over  that  type  of 
terrain   (Lloyd  1967) . 


Testing  Procedure 

The  windflow  characteristics  of  the  site  in  its  present  state 
were  investigated  to  ascertain  the  present  wind  environment. 
Windspeeds  and  wind  directions  at  specified  points  throughout 
the  site  were  measured  and  recorded.     Wind  direction  was  mea- 
sured by  releasing  smoke  at  each  point  and  recording  the  direc- 
tion in  which  the  smoke  traveled.     Windspeed  measurements  were 
made  at  the  same  points,  at  a  scale  height  of  five  feet  above 
the  ground.     A  hot-wire  anemometer  probe  is  required  to  make 
these  measurements  within  a  fraction  of  an  inch  of  the  model 
surfaces.     The  probe  is  repeatedly  calibrated  against  the 
absolute  reading  of  a  Pitot  tube  and  micromanometer .  Velocity 
readings  close  to  the  model  are  generally  accurate  to  within 
10%  of  the  true  velocity. 

A  similar  technique  was  used  to  measure  the  wind  environment 
with  the  proposed  building  in  place.     Measurements  were  taken 
around  the  building  and  on  the  adjacent  streets. 

Before  and  after  each  test  run,  a  calibration  measurement  was 
made  above  the  model.     The  purpose  of  these  measurements  was  to 
provide  a  reference  to  allow  comparison  between  measurements 
made  for  different  wind  directions. 
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VI.     TEST  RESULTS  AND  DISCUSSION 


The  method  of  analysis  of  wind  tunnel  measurements  used  in  this 
study  is  different  from  that  previously  used  for  City  projects. 
Other  projects  tested  in  the  wind  tunnel  for  San  Francisco  were 
highrise  buildings  in  the  downtown  area.     For  these  projects, 
measured  winds  were  related  to  weather  records  of  the  downtown 
San  Francisco  Weather  Service  Station,  at  50  Fulton  Street. 
Data  from  this  weather  station,  located  several  miles  inland 
within  the  urban  complex,  are  not  applicable  to  the  project  site. 

The  study  approach  taken  was  to  relate  measured  winds  to  the 
undisturbed  wind  as  it  comes  off  the  ocean.     Use  of  a  typical 
wind  profile  over  oceans  allows  calculation  of  a  reference  veloc- 
ity at  a  height  of  five  feet.     When  wind  tunnel  measurements  are 
divided  by  this  reference  velocity,  the  effect  of  the  project  in 
accelerating  winds  or  providing  shelter  is  clearly  defined. 

Wind  data  for  the  site  under  northwest  and  west  wind  conditions 
are  shown  in  Figures  1  and  2.     Plotted  data  are  the  ratio  of 
measured  winds  to  the  reference  velocity,  as  a  percent.  Thus, 
a  plotted  value  of  110  represents  a  10%  acceleration  of  the 
natural  wind,  caused  by  the  orientation  or  location  of  structures 
or  vegetation.     A  plotted  value  of  less  than  100  represents  a 
deceleration,  or  sheltering,  due  to  the  project. 


West  Winds 

West  winds  occur  between  15%  and  4  0%  of  the  time  in  San 
Francisco,  depending  on  the  season.      (In  meteorology,  a  west 
wind  blows  from  the  west.)     They  exceed  13  miles  per  hour  29% 
of  the  time  and  25  miles  per  hour  7%  of  the  time  during  summer. 
Wind  strengths  and  frequencies  are  somewhat  lower  in  spring, 
fall,  and  winter. 

Figure  1  shows  measured  wind  speeds  for  west  winds .     Along  the 
east  side  of  the  Great  Highway,  values  vary  from  60%  to  81%  of 
the  natural  wind.     This  is  partially  due  to  the  effect  of  the 
seawall  and  additional  friction  of  windflow  over  land.  Within 
the  residential  portions  of  the  project,  the  wind  accelerates 
10%  between  buildings.     This  is  due  to  the  narrowing  of  the  gap 
between  the  buildings,  resulting  in  a  funneling  effect.  The 
magnitude  of  this  effect  is  limited,  however,  because  of  the 
low-rise  nature  of  the  buildings. 
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A  similar  effect  is  seen  at  the  pedestrian  extension  of 
Cabrillo  Street.     Winds  are  higher  here,  due  to  the  openness 
of  the  passageway.     The  highest  winds  on  the  site  occur  at 
this  location,  with  an  acceleration  of  10%  over  the  natural 
wind. 

The  retail  mall  is  behind  residential  buildings  and,  therefore, 
sheltered.     Opposite  the  gaps  in  these  buildings,  winds  are 
higher,  but  still  well  below  the  natural  wind. 

A  strong  topographical  effect  was  found  in  Parcel  4.     The  hill- 
side redirects  the  wind  in  a  northwesterly  direction.  Along 
Balboa  Street,  at  the  southern  end  of  the  hillside,  winds  are 
accelerated  above  natural  levels. 


Northwesterly  Winds 

Northwest  winds  occur  12%  to  3  9%  of  the  time  in  San  Francisco, 
depending  on  the  season.     Northwesterly  and  westerly  winds  are 
the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds  during  all  seasons  in  the 
City.     In  summer,  northwest  winds  exceed  13  miles  per  hour  35% 
of  the  time,  and  25  miles  per  hour  3%  of  the  time.     Wind  fre- 
quencies and  speeds  are  lower  in  spring,  fall,  and  winter. 

Northwesterly  winds  are  shown  in  Figure  2.     Winds  along  the 
east  side  of  the  Great  Highway  are  higher  than  west  winds, 
apparently  due  to  the  blockage  of  winds  by  residential  build- 
ings in  the  project.     Wind  strengths  in  this  area  range  from 
71%  to  99%  of  the  natural  wind. 

Because  the  gaps  between  the  buildings  are  not  aligned  with 
northwest  winds,  the  northwest  winds  affecting  pedestrian 
spaces  in  the  residential  areas  are  lower  than  west  winds; 
"funneling"  effects  shown  for  west  winds  do  not  occur. 

The  retail  mall  area  remains  sheltered  for  northwesterly  winds , 
although  speeds  are  higher  than  for  westerly  winds.     In  this 
area,  winds  are  turbulent. 

The  hillside  in  Parcel  4  is  aligned  with  the  wind  in  a  north- 
westerly direction/  resulting  in  wind  accelerations  along  the 
base  of  the  hill.     This  flow  continues  across  Balboa  Street, 
and  affects  the  north  end  of  the  retail  mall  at  Balboa  Street. 
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VII.     MITIGATION  MEASURES 


The  east-west  orientation  of  the  buildings  on  the  site  allows 
a  free  flow  of  wind  across  the  site,  and  the  shape  of  the  build- 
ings tends  to  funnel  winds  in  the  gaps  between  buildings.  This 
orientation  is  primarily  to  maximize  views  from  the  site.  Reori 
entation  of  buildings  to  north-south  or  a  change  in  building 
shapes  to  avoid  a  funneling  effect  would  reduce  winds  on  the 
site,  but  these  measures  would  restrict  views  from  residential 
units . 

The  model  tested  included  extensive  trees  on  the  site.  Pedes- 
trian areas  could  be  further  protected  from  the  wind  by  hedges 
or  windbreaks  oriented  north-south.     Again,  if  these  were  tall, 
they  would  obstruct  views. 

Use  of  hedges  or  windbreaks  would  appear  to  be  most  useful  in 
the  pedestrian  extension  of  Cabrillo  Street.     In  the  current 
plan,  vegetation  is  limited  to  trees  on  either  side  of  the 
walkway. 

The  need  for  emergency  fire  access  along  the  pedestrian  exten- 
sion of  Cabrillo  Street  limits  available  methods  of  providing 
shelter.     Curving  the  pathway  is  one  way  of  maintaining  fire 
access,  while  still  allowing  use  of  landscaping  to  provide 
shelter  from  the  wind. 

Development  of  Parcel  4  would  provide  shelter  for  the  north  end 
of  the  retail  mall.     If  this  area  is  not  to  be  developed,  a  wind 
break  of  trees  and/or  hedges  could  be  used  to  mitigate  winds  at 
the  north  end  of  the  retail  mall  and  along  Balboa  Street. 
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SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
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Ms.  Barbara  Turner,  Chairperson,  Playland-Ocean  Beach  Committee ^ 
Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond 

Comment  1;     "Traditionally,  PAR  has  been  actively  involved 
with  environmental  concerns  in  the  Richmond.     Many  of 
us  here  tonight  fought  the  Ets-Hokin  development  proposal 
in  1972.     Our  hope  was  to  turn  Playland  into  a  park. 
The  Ets-Hotkin  project  floundered  because  of  fiscal 
irresponsibility,  but  regrettably  we  did  not  get  a  park. 

"We  still  believe  that  the  base  use  for  Playland  is 
recreational  open  space  as  it  basically  has  been  since 
the  turn  of  the  century." 

Response  1:     See  page  134  of  the  EIR  for  a  discussion  of 

the  PAR  position,  including  the  opinion  that  open  space 
would  be  the  most  acceptable  use.     The  alternative  of 
recreational  open  space  is  addressed  on  page  167  of 
the  EIR. 

Comment  2;     "We  recognize  the  need  for  proper  development 
on  the  site  and  the  economics  of  promoting  a  ten-acre 
park  in  San  Francisco.     There  has  to  be  a  balance,  and 
this  is  where  the  EIR  plays  an  important  role." 

Response  2;     The  EIR,  including  this  Summary  of  Comments 

and  Responses,  present  information  on  development  alternatives 
and  open  space  potential  of  the  ten-acre  site. 

Comment  3;     "We  come  away  from  reading  this  report  knowing 
a  lot  about  many  unimportant  things  and  nothing  about 
some  very  important  ones.     For  example,  on  page  47, 
we  are  given  an  accurate  worst  case  description  of  tidal 
wave  impact — a  once-in-one-thousand-year  event.  But 
nowhere  in  the  report  is  there  a  conclusion  as  to  the 
impact  from  9,025  daily  one-way  person  trips.     Is  that 
figure  significant  or  a  drop  in  the  bucket?  Without 
getting  subjective,  an  EIR  is  empowered  under  the  Planning 
Code  to  assess  impacts  as  significant  or  not.     We  would 
like  to  see  that  done." 

Response  3:     The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Code  does  not 

contain  references  to  EIR  preparation.     The  City  ordinance 
covering  environmental  review  is  Chapter  31  of  the  San 
Francisco  Administrative  Code.     Section  31.26(d)  in 
preparation  of  Draft  EIRs  indicates  that  the  document 
must  include  "a  description  and  assessment  of  environmental 
effects  of  the  project  in  proportion  to  their  severity 
and  probability  of  occurrence."     The  ordinance  does 
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not  require  that  the  EIR  make  value  judgements  as  to 
significance  of  impacts. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  that  the  EIR  should  not  express  opinions  on  the 
significance  of  project  impacts.     Judgements  on  significance 
are  dependent  on  the  reader's  frame  of  reference  and 
should  be  made  by  each  reader  based  on  facts  presented 
in  the  EIR.     The  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
does  have  the  responsibility  for  determining  whether 
the  project  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment 
based  on  the  information  contained  in  the  EIR.  The 
Plannning  Commission  wll  execute  this  responsibility 
as  part  of  the  certification  of  the  Final  EIR.  The 
following  information  is  presented  to  clarify  the  traffic 
analysis  contained  in  the  EIR. 

As  described  in  the  EIR  (pages  98-103)   the  highest  traffic 
increases,  in  both  percentage  and  absolute  terms,  would 
occur  on  the  local  streets  in  the  area,  particularly 
Balboa  Street  and  48th  Avenue.     Page  98  of  the  EIR  (paragragh 
4)   indicated  the  project  would  increase  traffic  by  about 
80%  on  Balboa  at  the  Great  Highway. 

Absolute  traffic  increases  would  be  of  similar  levels 
on  the  major  roads  in  the  area   (Great  Highway  and  Fulton 
Street) ,  but  would  generally  represent  less  that  a  10% 
increase   (page  102,  paragraph  4  of  EIR)   due  to  the  higher 
current  usage  of  these  roads. 

The  levels  of  service  at  most  roadway  intersections 
in  the  locality  would  remain  unchanged.     The  heaviest 
impact  would  be  at  48th  Avenue  and  Fulton  Street  where 
the  EIR  estimates  a  reduction  in  traffic  levels  of  service 
on  48th  Avenue  from  A  to  C   (page  101,  paragraph  3;  see 
Appendix  A  of  the  EIR  for  definitions  of  levels  of  service.) 

The  EIR  further  identifies   (page  101,  paragraph  2)  the 
increased  potential  for  vehicular  conflict  that  would 
occur  at  the  48th  Avenue/Balboa  Street  intersections 
as  a  result  of  the  project. 

Comment  4 ;     "We  are  given  wind  tunnel  statistics  for  points 
between  buildings  and  on  walkways  but  are  then  told 
that  wind  studies  had  to  be  made  using  scale  models 
because  no  comparable  sites  could  be  found." 

Response  4;     Wind  tunnel  testing  of  scale  models  is  the  most 
accurate  method  available  of  predicting  winds  around 
structures  that  do  not  yet  exist.     Tests  of  the  site 
as  it  now  exists  were  not  made  because  they  would  show 
present  wind  conditions  but  would  not  show  wind  conditions 
in  the  area  around  the  proposed  new  buildings  and  landscaping 
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Comment  5 :     "Studies  are  also  based  on  use  of  wind  breaks 
shown  in  the  architectural  designs.     But  could  tree 
plantings  of  the  kind  proposed  survive  the  natural  winds 
at  the  beach?    What  does  this  mean  to  residents  and 
visitors?    We  don't  know — and  the  EIR  doesn't  say." 

Response  5t     Figure  8   (page  20)  has  been  revised  to  indicate 
the  type  of  wind  and  salt-resistant  plantings  that  are 
likely  to  be  incorporated  into  the  project.     At  this 
point,  the  landscape  plan  for  the  project  has  not  been 
developed.     However,  since  the  12  July  1979  public  hearing, 
the  project  sponsor  has  retained  a  landscape  architect 
to  provide  preliminary  input  on  landscape  considerations. 

A  description  of  landscape  considerations  has  been  added 
to  Section  V.B.I,  on  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  6;     "We're  told  that  the  project  because  of  its 

height  and  design  will  'visually  define'  the  outer  Richmond 

and  that  it  will  blend  into  the  surrounding  area  because 

it  is  made  of  stucco  and  wood.     That  is  not  adequate. 

We  need  to  know  the  impacts  of  the  design  on  the  neighborhood. 

Will  it  promote  similar  buildings  in  its  wake?  Does 

its  form  and  use  enhance  the  beach?    We,  incidentally, 

do  not  think  so.     How  is  it  different  from  Safeway  which 

the  EIR  seems  to  consider  an  eyesore?" 

Response  6;     Paragraph  four  on  page  84  of  the  EIR  states: 

"As  a  result  of  the  proposed  project,  new  buildings  would 
replace  a  3-1/2-block  area  of  vacant  land.     Visually,  the 
effect  this  would  achieve  would  be  the  completion  of  the 
residential  development  already  existing  in  the  neighborhood." 

Paragraph  five  states: 

"Construction  would  be  frame,  similar  to  most  other 
residential  units  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site. 


No  mention  is  made  in  the  EIR  that  the  project  would 
blend  into  the  surrounding  area.     Paragraph  1  on  page 
86  states: 

"The  proposed  project  would  differ  in  its  structural 
configuration  from  other  buildings  surrounding  the  project 
area  because  of  the  way  that  dwelling  units  are  proposed 
to  be  grouped  in  order  to  provide  view  corridors  through 
the  site  (see  Figure  4,  page  13).     The  groups  of  dwellings 
would  visually  assume  a  larger  scale  than  the  individual 
two-story  buildings  on  48th  Avenue   (which  give  the  effect 
of  row-housing)   but  would  be  at  a  similar  scale  to  the 
three-  and  four-story  apartment  buildings  on  Balboa 
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and  Cabrillo  Streets  between  48th  Avenue  and  La  Playa 
Street." 


Because  the  project  would  constitute  final  buildout 
on  developed  land  in  the  area,  it  would  not  promote 
similar  buildings  in  the  Richmond  District  residential 
area. 

The  project  is  proposed  as  a  residential  development 
with  supplementary  commercial  and  recreation  space  covering 
a  3-1/2  block  area  in  eleven  separate  structures.  Parking 
would  be  underground.     The  Safeway  food  store  is  a  single 
structure  on  a  single  block  with  parking  provided  at 
ground  level.     The  Safeway  store  is  painted  dark  brown 
with  a  red  Mansard  roof.     Roofs  of  the  proposed  project 
would  mostly  be  flat  and  the  building  facades  would 
be  a  light  color  yet  to  be  selected. 

See  also  Section  IV. D. 2.  page  88  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  7 ;     "One  final  and  crucial  concern  of  ours  that 
is  not  explored  in  the  EIR  is  the  economic  impact. 
State  planning  guidelines  provide  that  municipal  agencies 
'may'  consider  economic  impacts  in  environmental  review. 
In  this  case,  we  feel  economics  to  be  a  very  important 
consideration. " 

Response  7:     The  economic  impacts  of  the  project  are  discussed 
in  Section  IV. N. ,  pages  126-131  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  8 ;     "If  the  proposed  project  is  completed  in  1984, 
it  will  increase  the  population  of  census  tract  479 
by  as  much  as  15  percent  and  possibly  25  percent  in 
a  small,  concentrated  area.     Over  1,100  new  residents 
of  a  substantially  higher  income  level  will  magically 
appear  in  a  three-block  area.     Even  over  a  four-year 
period,  there  will  have  to  be  an  impact." 

Response  8;     As  discussed  on  pages  30  and  81  of  the  EIR, 
the  approximately  1,300  new  residents  associated  with 
the  proposed  project  would  constitute  about  15  percent 
of  the  1970  census  of  CT  479.     The  increase  in  the  level 
of  population  would  be  particularly  noticeable  from 
adjacent  residences.     The  income  level  of  the  prospective 
residents  may  or  may  not  be  "substantially"  higher  than 
the  present  occupants  of  residences  in  the  surrounding 
community,  and  the  nature  of  income  differences  and 
potential  impacts  is  too  subjective  an  issue  to  make 
a  valid  quantative  analysis. 

Comment  9;     "How  much  and  what  kinds  of  secondary  development 
can  we  expect?    Second  floor  residents  on  Balboa  Street 
are  entitled  to  know  if  their  apartments  might  become 
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antique  stores  or  boutiques  selling  French  jeans.  Renters 

need  to  know  if  the  project  could  pave  the  way  for  a 

rash  of  demolitions  and  subsequent  construction  of  fourplexes. 

Homeowners  need  to  know  of  possible  impacts  on  taxes 

and  property  values.    We  don't  know  the  possibilities 

for  speculation  and  high  turnover,  and  no  mitigating 

measures  have  been  offered  in  case  of  such  eventualities." 

Response  9:     The  type  of  "secondary"  impacts  referred  in 

the  EIR  on  page  132  would  be  related  primarily  to  goods 
and  services,  the  extent  of  which  cannot  accurately 
be  predicted.     The  proposed  project  would  have  commercial 
space  that  would  presumably  be  used  by  residents  and 
food  stores  are  available  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  project. 

The  zoning  map  on  page  29   (figure  9)   in  the  EIR  indicates 
that  Balboa  Street  is  primarily  zoned  RH-2  which  is 
limited  to  one  and  two  family  housing.     Commercial  uses 
on  first  or  second  floors  are  not  allowed  in  RH-2  districts. 
There  are  several  strips  of  commercial  zoning: 

RC-1   (Residential-commercial  combined,  low  density) 
on  the  south  side  of  Balboa  between  the  mid-blocks 
of  44th  and  46th  Avenues.     Commercial  allowed  only 
on  or  below  ground  story. 

C-1  (Neighborhood  Shopping)  on  both  sides  of  Balboa 
in  the  block  between  41st  and  42nd  Avenues. 
C-2   (Community  Business)  on  both  sides  of  Balboa 
from  33rd  to  39th  Avenues. 

Any  type  of  commercial  development  conforming  to  zoning 
could  occur  in  the  above  commercial  strips.     The  additional 
population  moving  to  the  proposed  project  could  stimulate 
demand  for  goods  and  services  in  the  above  commercially 
zoned  areas.     However,  many  of  the  new  residents  would 
also  probably  patronize  commercial  establishments  in 
the  downtown  area  and  other  commercial  centers  in  the 
City  (along  California  Street  and  Geary  Boulevard  for 
example) . 

It  is  unlikely  that  a  "rash  of  demolitions  and  subsequent 
construction  of  fourplexes"  would  occur,  as  much  of 
the  surrounding  community  is  largely  zoned  for  one  and 
two  family  houses. 

Property  values  in  the  area  are  subject  to  city,  regional 
and  statewide  residential  marketing  pressures,  and  it 
is  not  expected  that  values  of  residential  properties 
adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  affected  with 
full  implementation  of  the  project. 
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Possibilities  exist  for  speculation  and  turnover  within 
the  proposed  project.     However,  the  surrounding  neighborhood 
is  not  likely  to  be  subject  to  the  dynamics  of  a  highly 
mobile  population  marked  by  speculative  house  buying. 

Comment  10;     "Further,  the  developer  is  not  guaranteed  subsidy 
on  his  101  rental  units.     He  has  been  turned  down  once 
already,  partly  due  to  design  problems.     If  there  is 
no  subsidy,  the  units  will  either  be  rented  at  market 
rates  or  not  built  at  all.     It  assumes  the  subsidy  based 
on  conversations  with  the  developer.     The  neighborhood 
must  have  more  certain  guarantees  with  regard  to  this 
rental  unit  proposal." 

Response  10;     The  developer  has  applied  to  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  for  a  "Section  8"  subsidy  for  the  20  elderly 
and  63  family  units  now  proposed  for  the  project.  Discussions 
between  the  developer  and  staff  of  the  Mayor's  Office 
of  Community  Development  indicated  that  subsidies  for 
only  elderly  rental  units  would  be  difficult  to  obtain 
but  that  inclusion  of  family  rental  units  in  the  group 
designated  for  subsidized  housing  would  increase  the 
possibilities  of  obtaining  the  needed  funds.     The  final 
determination  on  the  HUD  application  will  not  be  made 
until  after  certification  of  the  EIR. 

Because  the  density  of  dwelling  units  is  calculated 
differently  for  units  designated  for  elderly,  as  a  matter 
of  course  the  City  requires  a  legal  commitment  in  approval 
of  any  project  that  such  units  must  always  be  reserved 
for  elderly  occupants. 

Comment  11;     "There  is  no  assessment  made  of  the  impact  of 
the  design  on  prospective  residents.     It  is  unclear 
whether  the  open  space  amenities  that  are  touted  by 
the  developer  will  be  usable,  attractive,  and  adequate 
for  the  condominium  owners.     It  appears  to  us  an  offense 
to  senior  citizens  to  pack  them  into  the  portion  of 
the  project  with  the  highest  use,  the  greatest  noise, 
and  the  least  amenities." 

Response  11;     The  courtyards  between  buildings  would  serve 
to  divide  buildings  and  would  provide  open  space  which 
is  a  visual  amenity  for  the  general  public  and  a  recreation 
facility  for  use  by  project  residents.     The  courtyards 
and  open  space  would  be  similar  to  the  backyard  open 
spaces  in  the  center  of  many  Richmond  District  blocks 
but  would  be  available  to  all  residents  of  the  buildings 
and  not  fenced  into  individual  areas.     Balconies  attached 
to  individual  units  would  be  used  by  many  project  residents  . 
for  more  private  outdoor  activities.     The  courtyards 
would  not  be  available  to  the  general  public. 
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The  senior  citizen  rental  units  have  been  placed  on 
Parcel  1  as  this  is  the  smallest  and  therefore  least 
expensive  area  of  the  site.     Subsidies  may  not  be  available 
for  the  higher  cost  of  units  on  Parcels  2,  3,  and  4 
with  better  views. 

Comment  12;     "We  would  like  to  see  a  thorough  study  of  how 
many  project  residents  and  neighborhood  residents  will, 
in  fact,  be  served  by  28,000  square  feet  of  recreational 
space.    We  need  to  know  that  neighborhood  recreational 
needs  are  being  addressed." 

Response  12;     Page  83,  paragraph  three  of  the  EIR  states; 

"Various  recreational  facilities,  including  a  tennis  court, 
racquetball  courts,  and  a  swimming  pool,  would  occupy 
28,000  sq.  ft.  of  the  project.     This  space  would  be 
available  to  recreational  club  members  from  within  the 
development  and  from  the  Richmond  District  area.  About 
500  family  memberships  are  expected  to  be  available 
to  District  residents." 

Page  73  points  out  that  about  1,000  families  would  be 
expected  to  be  members  of  the  club. 

Comment  13;     "One  minor  correction.     On  Page  136,  we,  the 
Committee  to  Save  Ocean  Beach,  which  is  now  part  of 
par's  Playland  Committee,  are  described  as  'concered 
for  the  potential  of  trampling  plants  in  Sutro  Heights 
Park  by  new  people  using  the  park.'     I  think  that  that 
statement  was  a  bit  misleading.    We  have  no  wish  to 
exclude  'new'  or  'old'  people  from  the  enjoyment  of 
the  area.     On  Parcel  4  where  the  dune  tansy  among  other 
plants  lives,  we  are  opposed  to  any  housing  because 
it  would  be  so  destructive  and  because  the  land  is  geologi- 
cally unstable. 

"We  are  all  of  us  unhappy  with  the  present  neglect  and  deteri 
oration  of  the  beach.     Whatever  development  takes  place  there 
it  should  serve  people,  enhance  the  environment,  and 
not  be  a  radical  departure  from  the  historical  use  of 
the  area  or  from  the  mix  of  housing/commer ical  development 
in  our  neighborhood.     Of  coastal  cities  throughout  the 
world,  San  Francisco  is  unique  in  the  fact  that  we  still 
have  an  option  to  develop  in  a  truly  distinctive  fashion. 
In  addition,  the  public  has  an  enormous  investment  at 
stake  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  the  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreational  area,  which  are  adjacent  to  the  site  and 
render  it  so  valuable.     We  should  not  settle  for  less 
than  the  best!" 


Telephone  conversation  with  Tef  Kutay  on  13  August  1979. 
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Response  13 i     The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  serve 

people  by  providing  housing,  commercial  and  recreation 
facilities.     The  project  would  be  a  departure  from  the 
historical  use  of  the  property  which  for  many  years 
was  a  privately  operated  amusement  center. 

The  first  half  of  the  first  paragraph  on  page  136  has 
been  changed  to  reflect  the  Comment. 


Mr.  Niels  Erch,  PAR  Playland  Committee 

Comment  14;     "I  have  been  working  with  the  Asian  Neighborhood 
Design  which  is  a  nonprofit  planning  group  that  agreed 
to  help  us  try  and  visualize  what  we  believe  to  be  some 
of  the  neighborhood  concerns  about  this  project.  We 
wanted  to  put  them  in  the  form  of  alternates  that  would 
go  into  the  EIR  that  people  could  study,  that  people 
could  see  what  some  of  the  other  possibilities  are, 
what  some  possibilities  are  for  mitigation  in  the  event 
that  a  project  of  this  type  is  built--and  maybe  it  might 
encourage  people  to  come  up  with  new  ideas  and  submit 
them  to  Planning." 

Response  14;     The  three  alternatives  proposed  by  PAR  have 
been  added  to  the  main  text  of  the  EIR.     See  Chapter 
VII.,  Section  F.5,  page  167  of  the  EIR.     The  text  on 
page  136,  2nd  half  of  paragraph  1,  has  also  been  revised 
to  reflect  receipt  and  analysis  of  the  Committee  alternatives. 

Comment  15;     "...  a  lot  of  people  were  concerned  that 

the  height  of  the  project,  which  is  generally  40  feet 
but  it  goes  beyond  that  in  some  cases  with  elevator 
shafts  ..." 

Response  15;     The  elevator  shafts  would  extend  approximately 
4  feet  above  the  roof  top.     Stairwells  would  extend 
above  the  roof  approximately  eight  feet.     The  Planning 
Code  allows  these  2  features  to  extend  as  much  as  10 
feet  above  the  height  limit.     The  height  of  the  roofs, 
except  for  these  elements,  would  not  exceed  40  feet. 

Comment  16;     "...  the  density,  which  is  581  housing  units 

total  plus  commercial  and  recreational  space,  are  excessive 
in  relation  to  the  surrounding  area." 

Response  16;     The  project,  as  stated  on  page  81  of  the  EIR, 
would  provide  housing  at  a  higher  density  than  that 
generally  found  in  the  surrounding  area.     Based  on  present 
zoning  and  lot  decisions,  and  not  on  exact  population 
counts,  the  average  City  block  in  the  project  area  would 
have  about  50  to  60%  more  people  than  live  on  blocks 
in  the  surrounding  area. 


234 


Comment  17 :     "Despite  OBA's  claims,  there  is  little  or  no 

actual  usable  public  recreational  space  in  the  project. 
There  is  open  space  around  it,  but  the  project  as  a 
whole  closes  the  beach  off  from  the  neighborhood  and 
from  the  public  and  creates  sort  of  an  enclave." 

Response  17;     Except  for  the  shopping  mall  along  La  Playa 
and  the  pedestrian  mall  along  Cabrillo,  the  project 
as  proposed  would  not  include  open  space  accessible 
to  the  public. 

Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR,  several  meetings 

were  held  between  project  sponsor,  community  representatives, 

and  City  staff  to  discuss  additional  public  open  space 

in  the  project  vicinity.     The  result  of  these  discussions 

has  been  provided  in  the  Mitigation  Chapter  at  the  end 

of  Section  V.A. ,  page  138. 

Comment  18;     "...  the  building  design  is  more  or  less 

monolithic.     Even  though  there  are  spaces  between  the 
clusters  of  buildings,  as  you  can  see  it  gives  the  appearance 
of  people  being  packed  in.     It  doesn't  give  the  sense 
of  individual  dwellings." 

Response  18;     Whether  the  building  design  is  monolithic  must 
be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  reader.     The  project 
design  would  not  have  the  character  of  single  family 
houses  or  duplexes.     The  design  of  the  individual  buildings 
would  provide  a  treatment  which  reduces  a  bulky  appearance 
through  use  of  a  variety  of  individual  architectural 
elements  such  as  balconies  and  different  window  treatment 
and  through  use  of  variations  in  the  buildings'  roof line. 

Comment  19 ;     "Private  open  space  is  poorly  defined  and  seeks 
to  direct  the  life  of  the  project  inward.     It  doesn't 
encourage  people  to  go  out  of  the  project.     It  encourages 
them  to  hide  in  the  little  spaces,  creating  a  sealed- 
off  enclave  that  actually  offers  little  privacy." 

Response  19;  Private    open  space  in  this  project  would  be 
provided  for  each  unit  in  the  form  of  balconies  and 
patios.     Open  space  for  the  use  of  all  project  residents 
would  be  provided  in  ground-level  plazas  and  on  rooftops. 
The  ground-level  plaza  space  would  not  be  available 
to  the  general  public  for  reasons  of  security,  a  high- 
priority  user  requirement.     See  also  Response  11. 

Comment  20;     "The  project  isolates  condominium  owners  from 

the  public  that's  using  the  commercial  and  recreational 
facilities  as  well  as  from  the  senior  citizens  in  the 
rental  units.     It  doesn't  seek  to  integrate  a  variety 
of  people  and  bring  them  together  and  have  them  interact. 
It  takes  the  condominium  owners  and  it  separates  them 
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in  an  area,  and  it  takes  the  low-  or  moderate- income 
senior  citizen  units  and  it  shuffles  them  off  above 
the  commercial  space  next  to  the  recreational  space, 
next  to  the  bus  turnaround — and  that's  all  on  a  half 
block,  and  the  entire  rest  of  the  ten-acre  site  is  for 
condominums . " 

Response  20;     The  project  design  is  intended  to  provide  se- 
curity for  condominium  owners,  resulting  in  a  degree 
of  isolation  from  the  public  using  the  commercial  and 
recreational  facilities.     The  rental  units  are  proposed 
for  Parcel  1  because  this  is  the  least  expensive  land 
area  on  the  site  and  cost  is  an  important  factor  in 
obtaining  public  subsidies  for  rental  housing.  See 
Response  11.     The  commercial  area  is  expected  to  be 
used  by  all  residents  and  would  provide  some  degree 
of  mixing,  as  well  as  providing  nearby  conveniences 
for  those  living  in  the  rental  units. 

Comment  21;     "The  buildings  are  designed  to  offer  ocean  views 
to  all  condominium  owners  and  in  doing  so  create  wind 
tunnels  between  buildings  that  render  the  open  space 
unusable  ...  we  don't  feel  that  the  wind  tunnel  studies 
that  were  done  by  EIP  accurately  reflect  what  is  really 
going  to  happen  in  this  space  between  these  buildings. 
People  who  live  out  by  the  beach  know  very  well  what 
the  wind  is  like.     And  when  you  put  buildings  like  this, 
it  does  the  same  principle  as  a  narrowing  river  channel. 
It  speeds  up  the  air  and  moves  it  through  the  spaces, 
and  we  are  not  clear  on  whether  or  not  tree  plantings 
will  work  at  all;  and  if  they  do  work,  whether  they 
are  sufficient  to  solve  the  problem." 

Response  21;     The  wind  tunnel  tests  were  conducted  with  an 
accurate  scale  model  under  appropriate  conditions  of 
the  wind  near  the  earth's  surface.     These  tests  are 
considered  state-of-the-art  and  represent  the  most  accurate 
method  of  wind  prediction.     The  wind  tunnel  predictions 
shown  on  Figures  C-1  and  C-2   (pages  221  and  223)  show 
a  wind  acceleration  from  east  of  the  Great  Highway. 
The  severity  of  this  acceleration  is  due  to  the  low 
height  of  the  proposed  buildings.     At  the  eastern  end 
of  the  east-west  corridors  through  the  project,  wind 
decelerations  occur  after  winds  pass  through  the  restricted 
area  of  the  buildings  and  reach  the  Mall. 

Vegetation  is  an  effective  means  of  providing  shelter 
from  the  wind,  more  so  than  fences  or  walls.     This  is 
because  vegetation  extracts  energy  from  the  wind  by 
converting  wind  momentum  into  leaf  motion,  sound,  and 
turbulence.     Dense  hedges  and  bushes  can  offer  shelter 
from  the  wind  at  distances  up  to  five  times  the  height 
of  the  plant  material.     Dense  plantings  arrayed  in  approxi- 
mate north-south  rows  across  the  east-west  corridors 
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within  the  project  would  reduce  winds  by  more  than  50% 
from  their  undisturbed  levels.     See  also  Response  4. 

Comment  22;     "...  what  may  happen  is  you  may  have  large 
spaces  in  between  the  buildings  that  the  people  in  the 
buildings  can't  use  and  the  public  can't  use  because 
they  will  ultimately  be  fenced  off,  and  they  are  meant 
to  be  private  open  space." 

Response  22:     The  usability  of  public  spaces  would  depend 
greatly  on  the  extent  and  arrangement  of  vegetation, 
fences  and  other  obstacles  within  the  public  corridors. 
Properly  aligned  and  spaced  hedgerows,  trees,  fences 
and  other  obstacles  can  provide  wind  reductions  of  over 
50%.     Appropriate  landscaping  for  wind  mitigation  is 
being  developed  through  on  going  discussions  between 
landscape  and  meteorological  consultants.     See  Section 
V.B.I. ,  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  23;     "Scheme  No.  3,   .    .   .is  the  lowest-density  design. 
With  this  design,  we  have  tried  to  show  what  the  Playland 
site  would  become  as  a  landscaped,  public,  open-space 
area.     Because  PAR  has  long  supported  park  use  for  the 
site,  this  scheme  is  ideal  from  our  point  of  view  while 
still  providing  a  hundred  units  of  new  housing,  beach 
related  commercial  development,  and  community  facilities. 

"All  pedestrian  walkways  and  plazas  in  this  scheme  are 
sunken  following  the  contours  of  the  lots  and  are  surrounded 
by  trees,  and  this  could  be  switched  to  even  shrubbery 
that's  indigenous  to  the  area  and  still  provide  a  double 
windbreak  for  outside  activities.     Recreational  facilities 
serve  a  variety  of  age  groups  and  encourage  maximum 
interaction.     It  insures  maximum  public  access  to  the 
beach  and  serves  as  a  greenbelt  to  connect  the  Golden 
Gate  Park  and  the  GGNRA. 

"Structures  in  the  housing  section  are  clusters  of  separate, 
townhouse-style  dwellings.     Spaces  between  clusters 
are  closed  off  by  gates  which  preserve  view  corridors 
partially  and  also  define  open  space  to  the  rear  of 
the  building  as  private.     So  the  owners  have  yards  that 
people  aren't  going  to  be  walking  through,  and  their 
houses  are  going  to  be  attractive  to  them  .   .  . 

"The  existing  parking  down  there  at  the  beach  now  could 
accommodate  visitor  traffic.     Noise  and  congestion  would 
be  minimal,  and  the  influx  of  new  residents  and  visitors 
would  both  enhance  the  beach  area  and  increase  the  overall 
safety . " 

Response  23:     Additional  information  has  been  provided  in 
Chapter  VII,  Alternatives,  to  the  Proposed  Project; 
Section  F  on  page  167. 
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Comment  24;     "In  this  design   (PAR'S  Scheme  3),  there  are 

no  barriers  put  up  to  keep  the  public  out  of  these  open 
space  areas.    What  they  (project  sponsor)  did  is  at 
the  one  end,  they  lifted  the  sidewalk  up  four  feet  off 
the  ground,  and  that  doesn't  adequately  define  the  open 
space  here  as  private  and  belonging  to  the  condominium 
owners.     So  eventually,  it  can  lead  to  a  lot  of  conflicts 
with  the  neighborhood,  we  feel." 

Response  24;     In  addition  to  the  grade  separation  along 
the  Great  Highway,  the  courtyards  would  be  closed  to 
public  use  by  a  railing  or  other  appropriate  fencing 
(see  p.  19  of  the  EIR)  and  would  be  bordered  by  landscaping. 
See  also  Response  19. 

Comment  25;     "One  thing  that  a  lot  of  people  have  been  concerned 
about  is  the  vandalism  in  the  area,  and  they  want  something 
built  out  at  the  beach  that's  going  to  provide  some 
sense  of  safety  for  them." 

Response  25;     Measures  incorporated  in  the  project  to  provide 
security  include  underground  parking  accessible  to  project 
residents  only,  open  space  in  plazas  and  on  roof  tops 
closed  to  the  general  public,  a  24-hour  security  guard, 
and  a  security  patrol  of  the  commercial  area.  Additional 
activity  in  the  area  from  new  residents  could  also  help 
to  reduce  vandalism. 

Comment  26;     "Scheme  2  .   .   .  represents  an  effort  to  work 

with  roughly  the  same  housing  designs  that  OBA  has  proposed 

.   .   .  only  what  we  did  is  we  knocked  out  one  of  the 
pyramids  and  we  created  an  open-space  area  .   .  . 

"As  in  all  of  our  designs,  the  lot  north  of  Balboa  Street 
is  left  to  open-space  recreational  use  as  an  appropriate 
adjunct  to  Sutro  Heights  Park.     Balboa  Street,  Cabrillo 
Street,  and  La  Playa  between  them  are  all  closed  off 
to  traffic,  with  the  MUNI  turnaround  still  at  the  end 
of  Cabrillo.     The  effect  is  to  reroute  traffic  onto 
Fulton  Street,  the  Great  Highway,  and  Point  Lobos,  which 
are  already  busy  streets. 

"This  would  solve  a  lot  of  the  traffic  increases  that 
the  EIR  notes  for  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  around  47th  and 
48th  and  also  around  47th  and  48th  Avenues. 

"By  putting  two  pyramid  configurations  on  Parcel  3  instead 

of  three,   interior  courtyard  space  in  each  of  the  pyramids 

is  expanded  to  provide  more  private  open  space  and  light  .  . 

.    .  we  think  we  could  even  do  Scheme  No.   2  with  two 

and  three  stories  ...  By  putting  houses  on  Parcel 

1,  the  condominium  section  becomes  an  integrated  European 

village  setting. 
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"That's  a  risky  proposal,  but  it's  something  that  could 
be  considered. 

"Shifting  the  other  uses  to  Parcel  2  provides  for  less 

expensive  condos,  more  open  space,  and  less  crowding 

in  the  rental  section.     It  gives  a  separate  building 

to  the  renters  whether  they  are  elderly,  family — whatever. 

It  does  not  pack  them  in  above  the  shops.     It  doesn't 

put  them  in  right  next  to  the  recreational  center. 

It  doesn't  put  them  right  next  to  the  bus.     So  it  creates 

more  space  for  the  various  ues. 

"I  might  add  that  in  both  of  our  designs  that  have  housing 
on  them,  we  have  put  a  ceiling  on  the  number  of  units 
that  we  would  like  to  see,  and  that  ceiling  is  450. 
The  reason  we  put  it  on  is  because  that's  the  number 
that  the  EIR  says  is  allowed  under  the  existing  zoning. 

If  a  developer  comes  along  and  wants  to  put  450  units 
on  that  parcel,  we  can  yell  and  scream  and  we  can  do 
everything  we  want,  but  we  can't  compel  that  developer 
not  to  do  so.     Se  we  set  that  limit  at  the  existing 
zoning  because  we  feel  that  that  extends  the  neighborhood 
out  a  block — and  we  can't  really  fight  that.     We  are 
on  shaky  ground  if  we  try  and  fight  that. 

"While  we  felt  the  need  to  present  a  plan  that  requires 

little  diversion  from  OBA's  current  designs,  we  want 

to  stress  that  Scheme  No.  2  is  our  least  favorite  choice 

for  development.     On  condominium  units,  we  feel  that 

the  basic  design  offers  little  in  the  way  of  privacy 

and  usable  open  space  and  at  the  maximum  discomfort 

to  visitors  and  residents  in  the  surrounding  community." 

Response  26;     Additional  information  has  been  provided  in 

Chapter  VII,  Section  F.5   (PAR  Alternatives)    in  the  EIR. 

Commment  27;     "...  A  third  scheme  .   .   .  has  the  same  density 
as  Scheme  No.  2.     But  it  tries  to  work  with  a  conventional 
city  block  configuration.     So  it  is  like  building  another 
city  block  out  at  the  beach  and  extending  the  half  block 
that  goes  Cabrillo,  La  Playa,  and  Balboa.     That  become 
a  half  block. 

"Pockets  of  open  space  circle  Parcels  1  and  3  facing 
the  stret  for  public  use  while  interior  yard  space  is 
landscaped  and  communal  to  the  owners.     Some  public 
open  space  is  located   [compared  to]   Scheme  2,  but  the 
heights  are  dropped  from  three  and  four  to  perhaps  two 
and  three  stories  ...     So  that  does  something  about 
views . 


239 


"Again,  this  redesign  humanizes  the  look  of  the  housing, 

giving  the  impression  of  individuality  and  blending 

in  more  readily  with  the  rest  of  the  district.  The 

density  of  Schemes  1  and  2  approximates  that  allowed 

by  the  existing  zoning  without  a  planned  unit  development." 

Response  27:     Additional  information  has  been  provided  in 
Chapter  VII,  Section  F.5  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  28;     "In  submitting  the  above  set  of  alternate  designs, 
our  committee  is  attempting  to  strike  a  balance  between 
the  environmental  and  housing  needs  of  the  community 
and  the  realistic  requirements  that  produce  economic 
incentives  to  develop.     Our  first  choice  as  residents 
of  the  Richmond  is  to  make  Playland  a  park.     But  barring 
that,  we  want  to  see  development  in  harmony  with  the 
neighborhood — a  reasonable  amount  of  affordable  housing 
that  won't  tamper  with  the  existing  economics  of  the 
area  or  bring  in  excessive  noise  or  congestion.  We 
want  commercial  space  that  enhances  the  beach  and  serves 
the  neighborhood  and  recreational  facilities  available 
to  the  public  of  the  kind  Playland  has  provided  during 
the  last  50  years." 

Response  28;     The  issues  of  noise,  congestion,  economics, 
density,  and  recreation  are  addresed  in  the  Impacts, 
Mitigation  and  Alternatives  sections  of  the  EIR.  Ultimately, 
the  Planning  Commission  must  weigh  all  the  factors  involved 
in  this  project  to  arrive  at  a  determination  of  the 
most  appropriate  use  for  the  site. 


Gary  Fie,  Richmond  District  Resident 

Comment  29;     "I  have  come  to  express  my  opinion  on  what 
I  feel  would  be  a  negative  effect  on  our  neighborhood 
of  such  a  high-density  project — high  population  density 
type  project." 

Response  29;     The  EIR  is  an  informational  document  outlining 
the  probable  impacts  that  might  occur  if  a  proposed 
project  is  fully  constructed.     The  EIR  analyzes  the 
likely  effects  the  project  would  have  on  the  adjacent 
neighborhood  for  all  facets  of  the  environment.  Issues 
related  to  community  concerns  are  discussed  on  pages 
132-136.     Density  is  discussed  on  Page  81  of  the  EIR 
and  in  Response  16. 

Comment  30;     "In  the  Environmental  Impact  Report,   it  gives 
figures  on  the  supposed  noise  level  resulting  from  the 
extra  traffic,  and  I  find  these  figures,  you  know,  have 
no  explanation  as  far  as  how  they  are  derived." 
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Response  30;     The  noise  appendix  on  page  207  describes  how 
existing  noise  levels  were  measured.     Predictions  of 
future  noise  levels  were  calculated  using  procedures 
developed  by  the  National  Highway  Research  Board.  For 
example,  these  procedures  show  that  doubling  the  traffic 
volume  will  cause  a  3  decibel  increase  in  the  average 
noise  level  if  all  other  traffic  parameters   (e.g.,  speed, 
distance  from  roadway,  etc.)  are  held  constant.  The 
noise  effects  of  other  traffic  volume  increases  or  decreases 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  were  evaluated 
by  appropriately  scaling  this  relationship. 

Comment  31;     "It  doesn't  go  into  the  feeling  that  people 
have  already  of  the  effect  of  the  traffic,  not  just 
the  noise  but  the  congestion  and  the  problems  with  people 
speeding  around — that  sort  of  thing.     So  it  doesn't 
seem  like  their  figures  are  just  very  realistic  at  all. 

"Already  the  problem  is  pretty  bad  when  just  the  Fort 
Miley  Hospital  Extension  was  put  on.     The  traffic  out 
our  way  was  just  practically  doubled  it  seemed.  It 
was  very  noisy.    We  couldn't  even  back  out  of  our  driveways 
at  times,  especially  during  rush  hour.     It  was  a  constant 
stream  of  traffic. 

"They  have  in  the  EIR  a  worst  case  of  1400  cars  per 
day.     But  let's  be  conservative  and  say  it  is  a  thousand. 
Well,  even  a  thousand,  the  main  corridors  here  are  going 
to  be  Fulton  and  Point  Lobos  leading  onto  Geary,  and 
these  are  going  to  funnel  on  downtown.     So  it  is  not 
going  to  be  just  the  local  residents  that  feel  the  impact 
of  all  this  traffic.     It  is  going  to  be  people  all  up 
and  down  those  streets." 

Response  31;     There  is  no  indication  that  average  traffic 
speeds  in  the  area  would  increase  as  a  result  of  the 
project.     The  EIR  estimates  that  the  project  would  generate 
an  additional  5200  car  trips  per  day,  560  of  which  would 
occur  in  the  evening  peak  hour   (page  97,  paragraphs 
2  and  3  of  the  EIR) . 

The  EIR  (Figures  22  and  23)   identifies  the  estimated 
additional  traffic  volumes  on  Fulton  at  46th  Avenue 
and  on  Point  Lobos  Avenue.     Traffic  increases  at  these 
locations  are  projected  at  11%  and  8%  respectively  over 
traffic  levels  without  the  project. 

Ultimate  destinations  of  project-generated  traffic  cannot 
be  projected  with  any  degree  of  certainty.     The  impact 
analysis  in  the  EIR  assumes  25%  of  project  traffic  would 
use  Point  Lobos  Avenue,  25%  would  use  47th,  46th  and 
45th  Avenues  to  Geary  Boulevard   (a  worst-case  assumption) , 
and  20%  would  use  Fulton  Street   (page  194  of  the  EIR) . 
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It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  much  of  the  Point  Lobos 
assigned  traffic  would  also  use  Geary  Boulevard. 

The  maximum  impact  on  Geary  Boulevard  at  25th  Avenue 
(assuming  all  project  traffic  assigned  in  this  direction 
remained  on  Geary  to  this  point)  would  result  in  an 
increase  of  about  12%  in  ADT  and  about  16%  in  evening 
peak  hour  traffic. 

Due  to  the  lack  of  alternative  routes,  project  traffic 
asigned  to  Fulton  close  to  the  project  would  also  use 
Fulton  at  25th  Avenue.     Maximum  increases  here  would 
be  8%  in  ADT  and  9%  in  evening  peak-hour  traffic. 

The  impact  of  project  traffic  on  these  arterials  further 
east  towards  downtown  would  reduce  as  general  traffic 
levels  increase  eastward  on  Geary  and  as  an  increasing 
proportion  of  project  traffic  uses  other  routes  than 
Geary  to  reach  a  multiplicity  of  destinations. 

Comment  32;     "I  would  favor  housing  that  would  be  more  compatible 
with  the  neighborhood — single  family  homes  or  even  duplexes. 
But  something  with  this  amount  of  density  just  seems 
to  be  out  of  place." 

Response  32 t     The  project  is  designed  with  a  prime  criteria 
of  providing  views  of  the  ocean  from  most  units.  This 
leads  to  a  design  which  is  different  than  the  typical 
Richmond  District  block  but,  rather,  is  responsive  to 
a  unique  site  at  the  edge  of  the  District.     See  Response 
16  concerning  the  density  of  the  project. 


Don  Henry,  People  for  a  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 

Comment  33:     "I  would  like  to  correct  the  position  that 

was  incorrectly  stated  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Pages  133  and  134.     The  purpose  of  our  organization 
is  to  support  the  development  of  the  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreation  Area.     Our  organization  advocates  preservation 
of  the  headlands  of  the  Golden  Gate  in  public  open  space 
in  perpetuity.     The  organization  opposes  the  proposed 
project  because  it  would  like  a  portion  of  the  site 
including  the  entire  north  of  Balboa  corner  to  serve 


Based  on  City  of  San  Francisco  traffic  counts, 
Geary  Boulevard  at  25th  Avenue;  Monday,  December'  15, 
1975. 

2 

Based  on  City  of  San  Francisco  traffic  counts, 
Fulton  Street  at  25th  Avenue;  Tuesday,  December  2,  1975. 
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as  buffer  between  the  ocean  and  the  urbanized  residential 

area  of  the  City.     A  broad  buffer  strip  of  open  space 

would  provide  more  flexible  recreational  use  of  the 

area.     Some  low-key  coastal-related  recreational  facilities 

and  commercial  space  as  well  as  housing  could  be  developed 

in  the  flat  areas  with  trail  access  to  Sutro  Heights 

Park. 


"We  are  in  general  agreement  with  the  concerns  of  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow,  the  Sierra  Club,  the  Planning  association 
for  the  Richmond,  and  the  Sunset  Coalition,     but  we 
are  primarily  concerned  with  the  scenic  features  and 
the  public  parkland  surrounding  this  area." 

Response  33:     The  text  on  page  134  has  been  changed  to  use 
the  wording  suggested  by  Mr.  Henry  in  the  1st  paragraph 
of  the  comment.     Chapter  IV,  page  153  of  the  EIR  addresses 
the  alternative  of  no  development  on  Parcel  4.  See 
Chapter  VII.  Section  F.5  and  Responses  24  and  25  for 
a  discussion  of  the  PAR  alternatives  which  provide  the 
low-key  coastal-related  recreational  facilities,  commercial 
space  and  housing  in  the  flat  areas  of  the  project. 

Comment  34;     "The  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area  borders 
the  site  on  the  north  and  the  west.     To  the  south  are 
the  outer  reaches  of  the  City's  Golden  Gate  Park. 

While  these  features  are  listed  on  Pages  32  to  35  of 
the  EIR,  the  document  gives  no  sense  of  the  enhancement 
of  value  that  this  setting  provides  for  the  ten  acres 
that  were  formerly  Playland." 

Response  34;     Statistics  relative  to  recreational  resources 
surrounding  the  project  site  are  noted  in  the  EIR  pages 
31-34  and  include  acreages,  facilities,  recreational 
pursuits  available,  landscape  features  and  natural  physical 
characteristics.     Clearly  these  features  enhance  the 
value  of  the  project  site,  whether  it  be  developed  for 
housing  or  for  any  other  use.     The  dollar  amount  of 
enhancement  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
establish. 

Comment  35;     "The  project  proposes  to  make  use  of  existing 
public  open  space  for  its  enhancement  by  closing  La 
Playa  Street  and  a  part  of  Cabrillo  Street  to  some  uses. 
But  there  is  no  compensation  for  this  land  gain  or  for 
the  effects  this  private  project  will  have  on  the  publicly- 
maintained  setting." 

Response  35;     La  Playa  and  Cabrillo  Streets  are  currently 
public  vehicular  thoroughfares.     The  project  proposes 
to  convert  these  spaces  to  pedestrian  malls  which  are 
a  form  of  public  open  space.     The  project  sponsor  must 
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apply  to  the  City  for  permission  to  close  and  develop 
Cabrillo  and  La  Playa  Street  because  no  permanent  structures 
are  proposed.     These  closures  could  involve  a  revocable 
encroachment  permit  rather  than  a  transfer  of  title 
to  the  land.     Under  this  permit  the  land  would  remain 
City  property  but  closure  to  all  but  bus  and  emergency 
traffic  would  be  permitted.     Approvals  required  for 
a  revocable  encroachment  permit  are  described  on  page 
28  of  the  EIR.     The  City  has  the  legal  authority  to 
impose  reasonable  charges  for  revocable  encroachment 
permits;  however*  the  normal  policy  has  been  not  to 
require  payment. 

Comment  36;     "The  site  of  Playland  has  always  been  private 

land  serving  public  uses.     This  is  not  the  case  in  this 
proposed  development." 

Response  36;     The  Playland-at-the-Beach  Amusement  Park  was 
a  public  use  facility  open  to  the  public  on  private 
land.     The  housing  portion  of  the  proposed  project  would 
not  be  open  to  the  public,  nor  would  the  recreational 
club  be  open  to  non-members,  except  as  guests  of  members. 
The  commercial  facilities  at  Cabrillo  and  the  Great 
Highway  would  be  expected  to  be  used  by  persons  visiting 
the  beach  as  well  as  residents  in  the  area.     The  pedestrian 
malls  would  be  available  for  public  use,  and,  although 
designed  to  be  used  mainly  by  residents  of  the  project, 
the  commercial  facilities  along  La  Playa  would  be  available 
for  any  member  of  the  public  interested  in  patronizing 
them.     See  also  page  135  of  the  EIR  concerning  the  creation 
of  an  approximately  50-foot  wide  buffer  strip  open  to  pub- 
lic use  at  the  western  edge  of  the  project  site. 

Comment  37;     "The  photographic  renderings  of  the  proposed 
development  are  inaccurate.     On  pages  20  and  160  as 
well  as  the  pictures  we  have  before  us  today,  we  see 
stately  rows  of  trees  pictured  reminiscent  of  suburban 
neighborhods  or  boulevards.     But  we  all  know  that  such 
trees  cannot  survive  in  this  windy,  unprotected  terrain 
nor  will  they  provide  a  windbreak  to  the  east." 

Response  37;     Figure  8  on  page  20  has  been  changed  to  show 

trees  which  are  more  representative  of  the  types  likely 

to  be  used  in  the  landscape  design.     Figure  26  on  page 

160  shows  a  photograph  of  the  project  model.     This  model 

is  conceptual  only  and  is  not  intended  to  show  representative 


Telephone  conversation,  George  Woo,  Division  of  Surveys, 
Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  17  August  1979. 


244 


vegetation.     The  title  of  Figure  26  has  been  changed 
to  "Conceptual  Model  Photographs."    See  Response  5  for 
further  information  on  selections  of  vegetation  for 
resistance  to  wind  and  elements. 

Comment  38;     "Does  the  developer  plan  to  plant  trees  in  the 
present  parking  area?    We  find  it  very  unclear  from 
the  picture,  and  we  find  it  dishonest  to  portray  such 
vegetation. " 

Response  38;     The  trees  shown  in  the  parking  area  of  the 

Great  Highway  in  Figure  26  are  illustrative  of  possible 
future  landscaping  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  The 
Figure  is  a  photograph  of  a  conceptual  model  of  the 
proposed  project.     There  are  currently  no  plans  to  install 
such  planting. 

Comment  39;     "This  proposal  provides  no  place  of  shelter 

for  the  average  person  in  the  area  as  a  visitor  to  Ocean 
Beach,  and  it  provides  little  in  the  way  of  recreation 
for  the  general  public." 

Response  39;     Shelter  from  wind  and  rain  would  be  available 
in  the  indoor  commercial  establishments  particularly  the 
retail  facility  and  restaurant  proposed  at  Cabrillo 
and  the  Great  Highway.     The  MUNI  bus  turnaround  would 
be  sheltered  by  the  upper  floors  containing  recreation 
facilities  on  Parcel  1. 

The  project  proposes  no  free  public  recreation  facilities. 

Comment  40;     "We  find  wind  and  weather  conditions  listed 

on  Pages  211  to  223,  and  we  are  well  aware  of  the  climate 
in  this  particular  part  of  the  City.     If  you  look  around 
the  other  parts  of  the  Ocean  Beach  area,  you  see  that 
there  are  no  plantings  between  Playland  and  the  Zoo 
other  than  thick  Monterey  Cypress  groves  on  the  western 
edge  of  Golden  Gate  Park  which  have  been  planted  to 
protect  the  rest  of  the  park — and  it  is  only  because 
of  this  thickness  that  Golden  Gate  Park  is  able  to  exist." 

Response  40;     Although  there  are  few  plantings  in  front 
of  residences  between  the  project  site  and  the  Zoo, 
this  does  not  mean  that  planting  cannot  survive  the 
wind  and  weather  conditions  of  the  site.  Additional 
information  has  been  provided  on  page  138,  Section  V.B.I 
of  the  EIR. 

Comment  41;     "We  would  also  like  to  address  the  policies 

that  are  mentioned  on  Pages  81  and  82  from  the  recreation 
and  open  space  plan,  which  is  an  element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan.     I  would  like  to  quote  various 
parts  of  that,  and  we  will  compare  them  to  the  EIR. 
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We  feel  that  the  project  does  not  provide  true  public 
open  space.     If  you  see  the  picture  on  Page  20,  the 
view  that  the  average  citizen  sees  from  the  western 
side  of  the  development  consists  of  garage  apertures 
and  malls.     The  "public  recreational  facilities"  listed 
on  Page  83  are  actually  for  private  membership." 

Response  41;     It  is  correct  that  the  proposed  recreation 

facilities  would  be  available  only  to  members  and  their 
guests.  See  Responses  12,  and  39,  and  Section  V.A  page 
135  in  the  EIR. 

Comment  42:     "The  development  does  not  meet  Policy  1  of 
the  Master  Plan,  which  is  'to  incorporate  open  space, 
to  improve  public  access  to  the  water.' 

Response  42;     See  discussion  on  pages  82-83  of  the  EIR. 

Consideration  of  the  project  itself  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  will  include  Master  Plan  policies  as  they 
relate  to  this  projects  particular  site  and  location 
adjacent  to  other  public  open  space  and  access  to  the 
water. 

Comment  43;     "....nor  does  it  maintain  on  their  sites  ground 
level  open  space,  well  situated  for  public  access  and 
designed  for  maximum  physical  and  visual  contact  with 
the  water." 

Response  43;     Most  of  the  ground  level  open  space  provided 
by  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  available  to  the 
general  public.     The  proposed  building  configuration 
would  maximize  views  of  the  Ocean  from  dwelling  units 
and  from  parts  of  the  La  Playa  Street  pedestrian  mall. 
Physical  contact  with  the  beach  and  ocean  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

Comment  44;  "Nor  does  any  of  it  in  adequate  terms  'add 
to  the  variety  of  recreational  facilities  along  the 
shoreline . ' " 

Response  44;     The  project  does  not  propose  recreational 

facilities  along  the  shore  on  the  west  side  of  the  Great 
Highway.     Responsibility  for  shoreline  improvements 
would  rest  with  the  National  Park  Service.     See  also 
Response  12  and  Section  V.A,  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  45;     "It  does  not  'in  urban  design  terms  make  maximum 
use  of  shoreline  location  and  compliment  the  shoreline 
as  San  Francisco's  most  important  natural  resource '- 
-specifically,  maximize  public  access  to  the  water  both 
visually  and  physically.     Nor  does  it  'give  careful 
consideration  to  environmental  factors  to  make  shoreline 
open  spaces  more  pleasant  and  usable,  particularly  in 
windy  areas . ' " 
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Response  45;     The  proposed  building  configurations  would 
maximize  views  for  project  residents  and  would  provide 
views  of  the  ocean  from  parts  of  La  Playa  Street.  Views 
from  the  rear  of  houses  along  48th  Avenue  between  Cabrillo 
and  Balboa  would  be  blocked  by  development  on  Parcel 
1.     Views  from  homes  above  Parcel  4  on  48th  Avenue  would 
not  be  blocked  because  proposed  buildings  would  conform 
to  the  40  foot  height  limit. 

Pedestrian  access  to  the  beach  would  be  encouraged  by 
provision  of  the  pedestrian  mall  along  Cabrillo  leading 
from  La  Playa  to  the  Great  Highway.     See  also  Response 
43  and  Section  V.A. ,  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

See  Response  21,  and  Section  V.B.I,  page  138  of  the 
EIR  regarding  use  of  landscaping  to  make  the  courtyards 
between  buildings  more  pleasant  in  windy  areas. 

Comment  46;     "The  proposed  development  also  does  not  meet 
the  criteria  of  Policy  2  on  Page  82  because  it  does 
not  improve  the  quality  of  existing  shoreline  recreation 
areas.     Trails  and  stairways  to  the  water  are  not  provided. 
Nor  does  it  make  'simple  public  improvements  such  effective 
signs,  safety  features,  landscaping  for  windbreaks, 
and  diversion  of  traffic'   to  provide  greater  use  of 
the  shoreline  areas." 

Response  46;     See  Responses  39  and  44  and  Section  V.A. , 
page  138  of  the  EIR. 

The  project  proposes  closure  of  parts  of  La  Playa  and 
Cabrillo  to  traffic  to  provide  pedestrian-oriented  areas 
available  to  the  public.     See  pages  137-138  in  the  Mitigation 
Chapter  for  discussion  of  other  possible  recreational 
mitigation  measures.     See  also  Sections  V.A. ,  and  V.B.I. , 
of  the  EIR. 

Comment  47;     "We  are  also  concerned  with  the  presentation 
in  the  EIR  of  the  commercial  uses  envisioned  in  the 
plan  as  proposed  on  Page  116.     The  developer  and  the 
EIR  writer  are  so  vague  as  to  what  will  be  available 
to  the  general  public  that  it  is  impossible  to  evaluate 
what  will  be  built.     We  fail  to  understand,  for  instance, 
why  a  recreational  vehicle  park  is  suggested  as  one 
possible  commercial  use. 

"The  developer  seems  to  have  no  notion  as  to  his  responsibility 

and  is  asking  for  carte  blanche  to  do  whatever  is  convenient 

or  merchandisable .     What  consideration  is  being  given 

by  the  developer  to  retain  the  recreational  value  of 

this  property  and  to  provide  facilities  needed  to  compliment 

the  surrounding  park  lands?" 
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Response  47;     The  commercial  space  on  Parcel  2  would  be  for 
a  restaurant.     The  commercial  space  on  Parcel  3  would 
be  for  beach-oriented  retail  shops  as  required  by  the 
Coastal  Commission  and  commercial  space  on  Parcel  1 
would  be  project-oriented  as  required  by  the  City  Planning 
Code.     The  specific  tenants  have  not  yet  been  selected 
by  the  project  sponsor. 

A  recreation  vehicle  park  is  not  a  part  of  the  proposed 
project.     That  concept  is  presented  in  the  Alternatives 
Chapter  page  166  of  the  EIR  as  one  of  a  number  of  alternatives 
Such  a  use  would  not  be  possible  under  either  the  present 
or  the  proposed  zoning.     See  Response  12  for  discussion 
of  proposed  recreational  club  facilities.     See  Section 
V.A. ,  page  138  of  the  EIR  concerning  the  possible  development 
of  a  30  to  50-foot  wide  buffer  strip  at  the  western 
edge  of  the  site. 

Comment  48;     "The  development,  in  accordance  with  the  Coastal 
Act,  but  even  more  in  response  to  the  perceived  needs 
of  the  area,  should  seek  commercial  and  recreational 
uses  that  will  give  broad  public  satisfaction." 

Response  48;     See  Response  47, 

Comment  49;     "The  project  is  grossly  inadequate  as  presented, 
and  the  EIR  which  does  not  delineate  its  inadequacies  is 
incomplete.     Even  if  redesign  were  done  to  meet  the 
terms  of  the  City's  recreation  and  open  space  plan, 
with  these  impacts  combined  with  the  developer's  gain 
of  public  land  and  his  dependency  on  the  National  Park 
Service  and  the  City  Park  System  for  surrounding  land 
maintenance  and  the  threat  to  endangered  plants  and 
the  loss  of  scenic  views,  we  feel  that  the  developer 
owes  a  great  deal  to  the  public.     This  is  not  acknowledged 
in  the  EIR.     It  should  be — and  more  appropriate  mitigation 
should  be  proposed." 

Response  49;     The  project  site  was  not  public  land  when 
acquired  by  the  project  sponsor.     Views  would  be  lost 
to  many  residents  if  any  substantial  structures  were 
built  on  the  property.     The  extent  to  which  the  project 
sponsor  "owes  a  great  deal  to  the  public"  must  be  determined 
by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  the  Coastal 
Commission  and  other  decision-making  bodies.     See  pages 
137-138  of  the  EIR  for  possible  recreational  mitigation 
measures . 

Comment  50:     "The  only  definite  mitigative  step  that  we  could 
find  is  a  crosswalk  with  colored  pavement  with  stop 
signs — and  we  find  that  this  is  a  quite  outrageous  mitigation. 
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Response  50;     As  described  on  pages  137  to  149,  the  project 
as  currently  proposed  includes  a  number  of  mitigation 
measures  for  recreation  and  open  space,  architectural 
compatability ,  views,  night  lighting,  geology,  hydrology, 
vegetation,  archaeology,  transportation,  wind,  air  quality, 
noise,  and  energy.     Project  sponsor  has  not  agreed  to 
provide  the  special  crossing  across  the  Great  Highway 
described  on  page  137  of  the  EIR,  but  the  City  Planning 
Commission  could  require  the  amenity  as  a  condition 
of  project  approval. 

Comment  51;     "At  the  least,  there  should  be  no  development 
north  of  Balboa  corner." 

Response  51;     This  alternative  is  addressed  in  Chapter  VII, 
pages  153-157  of  the  the  EIR. 

Comment  52;     "The  developer  should  undertake  the  provision 
of  a  real  public  connection,  a  broad  area  of  publicly 
accessible  grass  and  windbreak  between  the  Golden  Gate 
Park  and  the  Sutro  Heights  Park  to  compensate  for  the 
impact  his  project  will  have  on  parking  and  recreational 
opportunities  as  well  as  what  he  gains  from  the  publicly- 
maintained  setting.     If  he  does  so  imaginatively,  he 
could  involve  making  use  of  some  of  the  extraordinarily 
wide  strips  of  parking  road  in  front  of  the  development, 
which  would  benefit  both  his  project  and  the  public." 

Response  52;     While  it  would  be  possible  with  the  proposed 
project  to  walk  along  La  Playa  from  Golden  Gate  Park 
to  the  base  of  Sutro  Heights  Park,  there  is  no  provision 
for  a  broad,  grassy,  wind  protected  connection.  The 
potential  of  redesigning  the  Great  Highway  to  offer 
such  a  connection  is  discussed  in  Section  V.A. ,  page 
138  of  the  EIR.     The  possibility  of  a  trail  connection 
to  Sutro  Heights  Park  along  the  east  side  of  Parcel 
4  has  been  discussed  with  the  National  Park  Service 
staff  but  no  commitments  have  been  made  for  providing 
such  a  trail.     See  page  138  of  the  EIR  for  further  discussion 
of  this  posible  mitigation  measure. 

Comment  53;     "Certain  impacts  are  summarized  on  pages  3  and 
4.     One  impact  -  and  therefore  mitigation  -  is  omitted. 
It  is  not  recognized  that  the  development  will  increase 
the  use  of  surface  parking  because  of  visitors  to  the 
area  as  well  as  the  tendency  of  residents  to  park  outside 
in  midday   [when  returning  between  short  trips] .  In 
short,  a  better  EIR  based  on  a  more  complete  project 
should  be  developed.     This  EIR  with  its  incomplete  description 
of  the  true  nature  of  the  project  and  its  impoverished 
mitiation  should  be  drastically  improved." 
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Response  53;     The  EIR  indicates  a  general  equilibrium  between 
the  proposed  parking  supply  and  principal  parking  demands 
(pages  108-110) .     Visitors  to  the  commercial  facilities 
(customers)  would  park  in  the  Parcel  1  garage;  visitors 
to  the  recreational  club  would  park  in  any  of  the  garages 
on  Parcels  1,  2  or  3. 

For  the  potential  35  surplus  spaces  in  the  Parcel  2 
and  3  garages  to  be  utilized  for  condominium  visitor 
parking,  the  garage  entrances  would  have  to  be  equipped 
with  an  intercom  system.     Other  visitor  parking  would 
have  to  use  on-street  spaces  and  the  Great  Highay. 
Surplus  parking  capacity  exists  along  the  Great  Highway 
adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  as  well  as  along  Balboa 
and  Cabrillo  Streets  in  front  of  the  proposed  project. 

It  is  doubtful  that  residents  would  park  outside  during 
the  day  even  if  returning  between  short  trips  when  more 
direct  access  to  the  condominiums  would  be  provided 
from  the  reserved  space  in  the  security  garage  beneath 
the  buildings.     Residents  owning  2  cars  would  need  to 
park  the  second  car  on  the  street.     There  is  no  estimate 
available  of  the  number  of  residents  expected  to  have 
2  cars. 


Mr.  Hewartson 

Comment  54:     "The  idea  is  that  that  should  be  cleaned  up 

in  San  Francisco  for  the  residents  .   .   .  Did  you  ever 
walk  in  there?    There's  rats  there.     I  can  see  them. 
Just  take  a  walk  over  there.     You  got  rats.     The  reason 
is  people  are  all  dumping  garbage  in  there — and  I  mean 
garbage . " 

Response  54:     Since  mid-1974,  there  have  been  16  citizen 
complaints  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Health  about  garbage,  debris  or  other  accumulated  waste 
material.     Each  time  the  area  was  cleaned,  either  by 
the  owner  or  by  a  contractor  hired  by  the  Health  Department. 
In  the  latter  case  a  lein  is  placed  against  the  property 
in  the  amount  owed  to  the  contractor  for  the  work. 
Four  of  the  liens  placed  since  1977  remained  unpaid 
as  of  3  August  1979. 


■''Letter  of  30  July  1979  to  Barbara  Sahm  from  Jack  E. 
Coyne,  Director,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Health  Services. 

2 

Telephone  conversation.  Jack  E.  Coyne,  3  August  1979. 
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Don  Benedict 


Comment  55;     "I  do  have  something  I  want  to  tell  you.  I 

think  it  is  important  to  this  project.     It  is  out  of  character 
with  the  neighborhood. 

Now,  I  don't  live  out  here  in  the  Richmond  by  choice. 
I  have  to  live  out  here,  and  the  reason  that  I  have 
to  live  out  here  is  because  my  religious  beliefs  and 
my  cultural  background  think  that  automobiles  are  an 
abomination  to  mankind.     Thus,  I  keep  a  horse.  About 
a  hundred  other  San  Franciscans  and  myself  the  only 
place  we  can  keep  them  is  in  Golden  Gate  Park. 

We  came  to  an  accord  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  many, 
many  years  ago.     It  is  in  the  Charter,  and  that  accord  says 
we  shall  be  able  to  keep  our  horses  in  Golden  Gate  Park." 

Response  55;     The  San  Francisco  Charter  does  not  contain 
special  provision  for  stabling  horses  in  Golden  Gate 
Park.     The  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
has  a  lease  with  the  operator  of  the  stables  in  the 
Park  to  maintain  the  stables.     This  lease  had  to  be 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  by  ordinance,  indicating 
Board  concurrence  in  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
policy  supporting  horse  stables  in  the  Park.     It  is 
possible  for  the  Board  to  disapprove  the  lease  ordinance 
when  it  next  comes  to  them  for  renewal. 

Comment  56;     "Now,  what  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention 

is  that  the  only  place  that  we  can  take  our  horses  and  cross 
from  Golden  Gate  Park  from  the  Beach  area  to  the  Golden 
Gate  National  Park  is  up  La  Playa.     As  I  see  the  plan, 
evidently  the  developer  intends  to  buy  that  from  the 
City,  I  guess,  because  I  see  it  is  blocked  off." 

Response  56;     The  proposal  would  not  block  all  of  La  Playa 

north  of  Fulton  nor  would  it  close  the  street  to  all  uses. 

The  project  would  limit  vehicular  access  to  buses  and  emergency 

vehicles  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  Streets  for  a  pedestrian 

shopping  mall.     The  equestrian  trail  is  not  proposed  along 

this  block.     The  portion  of  La  Playa  north  of  Balboa 

leading  to  Sutro  Heights  Park  would  not  be  blocked  and 

would  be  available  for  equestrian  access  to  the  Park. 


Based  on  telephone  conversations  with  Thomas  A.  Toomey, 
Deputy  City  Attorney,  and  Thomas  Malloy,  Assistant  to  the 
General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department, 

17  August  1979  and  with  Paula  Jesson,  Deputy  City  Attorney, 

18  August  1979. 
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Comment  57;     "Now,  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention  the 

California  Trails  Act,  and  I  think  that  the  Commission 
and  whoever  prepared  this  environmental  report  should 
consult  with  the  City  Attorney  because  my  understanding 
of  that  California  Trails  Act  is  that  .   .   .  and  I'm 
not  an  attorney.     I'm  not  sure  I  am  right.     But  I  am 
going  on  record  saying  that  the  developer  under  this 
act  must  leave  an  equestrian  right  of  way.     He  has  to 
deed  over  a  certain  portion  of  the  property  to  allow 
us  access  over  this  property." 

Response  57;     The  California  Recreational  Trails  Act,  Cali- 
fornia Public  Resources  Code  Section  5070  e_t  seq. ,  declares 
state  policy  to  "encourage"  hiking,  horseback  riding,  and 
bicycling  as  important  contributions  to  the  health  and 
welfare  of  the  State's  population  (emphasis  added)." 
(Section  5070.5(b)).     The  Act  requires  development  of 
a  Trails  System  Plan  which  must  include  equestrian  trails. 
The  Act  does  not  require  the  State  nor  any  local  agency 
to  provide  specific  trails  in  specific  areas.     The  Trails 
System  Plan  has  no  specific  equestrian  trail  designations 
according  to  Jim  McDade  of  the  State  Department  of  Parks 
and  Recreation.      Although  an  equestrian  trail  is  being 
developed  by  the  State  Parks  Department  along  an  old 
CalTrans  right-of-way  in  western  San  Mateo  County,  none 
is  presently  planned  by  the  State  in  San  Francisco. 
There  is  no  legal  requirement  to  provide  an  equestrian 
trail  on  the  project  site. 


Vivian  Goodwin,  Richmond  District  Resident 

Comment  58;     "We  also  are  tired  of  seeing  the  rats  laying 

on  the  street  and  the  dirt,  refuse,  and  vandalism  that's 
come  from  the  empty  blocks." 

Response  58;     See  Response  54.     Police  reports  for  the  Richmond 
District  show  that  approximately  650  cases  of  malicious 
mischief  are  reported  to  the  police  or  discovered  by 
the  police  each  year  in  the  District  as  a  whole.  Figures 
are  not  available  for  the  area  immediately  around  the 
project  site,  but  Officer  Fitzpatrick  at  the  Richmond 
District  police  station  indicated  that  he  did  not  think 
the  "Playland  area"  had  a  higher  incidence  of  vandalism 
than  other  areas  of  the  Richmond.      Once  a  project  is 


Telephone  conversation,  17  August  1979. 

2 

San  Francisco  Police  Department  CABLE  Report,  Incident 
Acitivty  Report,  December  1978,  page  23. 

3 

Telephone  conversation,  17  August  1979. 


approved  and  has  been  constructed,  the  problems  of  rats, 
dirt,  refuse  and  vandalism  that  currently  exist  on  the 
empty  blocks  should  be  eliminated. 

Comment  59;     "I  feel  that  the  EIR  is  accurate  in  most  of 
its  impact  factors.     It  did  not  cover  some  that  have 
been  mentioned  already,  and  it  certainly  cannot  foresee 
the  exact  effects  of  some  of  these  matters." 

Response  59;     Those  issues  raised  at  the  public  hearing  not 

covered  on  the  Draft  EIR  have  been  included  in  the  Final 
EIR  either  as  text  changes  or  as  responses  to  comments 
received  on  the  Draft  EIR.     It  is  true  that  it  is  not 
always  possible  to  predict  exact  effects;  for  example, 
transportation  effects  resulting  from  the  proposed  project 
are  estimates  based  on  assumptions  described  on  pages 
94-113  and  in  the  Traffic  Appendix  on  pages  185-198. 

The  estimates  are  made  to  the  best  of  the  abilities 
of  the  technical  experts  involved  in  preparation  of 
the  EIR. 

Comment  60;     "We  do  not  want  a  wall  like  the  Fontana  East 
and  Fontana  West  at  the  foot  of  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and 
I  think  perhaps  the  height  of  what  was  proposed  by  Kutay 
could  be  tempered  by  stepping  down  the  east  side  of 
the  building  in  a  similar  way  to  what  they  have  stepped 
up  on  the  west  side." 

Response  60;     The  Fontana  buildings  are  over  10  stories  high; 
the  proposed  project  would  be  4  stories  maximum.  The 
purpose  of  stepping  down  the  height  of  the  buildings 
on  the  west  side  is  to  maximize  the  number  of  units 
that  have  views  of  the  ocean.     Ocean  views  would  not 
be  available  on  the  east  side  of  the  buildings.  Stepping 
down  the  buildings  on  the  east  side  would  reduce  the 
number  of  units  compared  to  the  proposed  project  and 
would  not  change  the  effect  the  buildings  would  have 
on  views  from  existing  buildings. 

Comment  61;     "But  I  do  think  that  Parcel  4  should  be  left 
as  it  is  in  its  natural  state  until  some  suitable  use 
can  be  thought  of  for  it  in  the  future." 

Response  61;     See  Chapter  VII,  pages  153-157  for  discussion 
of  the  alternative  of  no  development  on  Parcel  4. 

Comment  62;     "The  MUNI  arrangements  are  good  in  some  respects. 
The  neighborhood  there  hopes  to  benefit  by  an  enclosed 
area  in  which  to  wait  for  streetcars  that  never  come. 

"Some  feeling  of  safety  may  also  come  from  the  roofed- 
in  turnaround  area. 
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"However,  the  changes  that  ought  to  come  on  the  18  and 
the  38  lines  leave  a  lot  to  be  guessed  at — and  I  don't 
know  how  you  work  that  out  with  the  MUNI  Railway." 

Response  62;     The  EIR  describes,  on  pages  95-96,  the  planned 

changes  to  transit  service  in  the  project  area,  as  contained 
in  the  "San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  Five-Year  Plan: 
1979-1984."    Although  these  planned  changes  make  the 
projection  of  passenger  levels,  and  thus  the  impact 
of  the  project,  difficult  to  quantify,  pages  105-107 
of  the  EIR  assess  the  likely  impacts  on  transit  service 
under  various  scenarios  and  take  into  account  changes 
proposed  in  the  Five-Year  Plan. 

Comment  63:     "I  think  they  should  utilize  some  of  the  suggestions 
presented  here  tonight  by  PAR'S  representative.  They 
seem  to  be  very  creative  to  me  and  are  worth  studying." 

Response  63:     See  Responses  24  and  25,  and  Chapter  VII,  Section 
F.5  of  the  EIR  for  a  discussion  of  the  PAR  alternatives. 

Comment  64:     "In  the  EIR  Report,  it  is  very  difficult  if 
not  impossible  to  judge  visually  the  impact  of  these 
developments  on  the  area.     In  particular,  there  are 
no  photographs  to  ascertain  the  visual  impact  of  such 
high-density  condominiums  on,  number  one.  Golden  Gate 
Park.     Golden  Gate  Park's  western  area  is  used  for  many 
purposes.     It  is  a  very  scenic  area.     People  like  to 
walk  there,  and  it  is  very  difficult  to  know  unless 
you  have  a  photograph  from  the  park  exactly  what  high- 
density  development  will  do  to  block  off  that  area  and 
to  contain  that  area  visually  for  residents  of  the  area 
who  might  use  the  park  or  for  anyone. 

(2)  There's  no  way  to  know  exactly  the  visual  impact 
on  people  using  Sutro  Heights. 

(3)  There's  no  way  to  know  the  visual  impact  on  the 
existing  neighborhood  housing.     There's  no  photographs 
that  show  how  much  this  condominium  project  will  block 
off  that  whole  view  and  change  the  whole  nature  of  the 
neighborhood. 

(4)  I  think  it  is  also  important  to  consider  this: 
There's  no  way  to  know  the  impact   (the  visual  impact) 
these  condominiums  will  have  from  the  beach  and  from 

the  ocean  and  from  above.     Not  that  this  is  that  important, 
but  it  gives  a  better  perspective  to  the  impact  of  this 
on  San  Francisco's  shoreline." 

Response  64:     Additional  information  has  been  provided  in 
Section  IV. D. 2.     on  page  88. 
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Comment  65;     "Now,  I  would  like  to  just  address  myself  to 

one  other  issue  that  has  not  been  brought  up  or  discussed 
adequately  in  the  EIR:     the  feeling  of  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  as  expressed  in  the  past.  According 
to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  Report  of  Recreation 
in  Open  Space  Program,  September,  1973,  the  main  objective 
of  their  plan  for  the  Bay  Region  was  to  preserve  large 
areas  of  open  space  sufficient  to  meet  the  long-range 
needs  of  the  Bay  Region.     The  first  policy  as  listed 
by  the  City  Planners  was  to  protect  the  natural  character 
of  regional  open  spaces  and  place  high  priority  on  acquiring 
open  spaces  needed  for  unique  natural  qualities.  Their 
first  objectives  for  San  Francisco  were  to  preserve 
public  open  space  and  acquire  additional  citywide  open 
space  for  public  use. 

"There  is  very  little  reflection  of  past  positions  of 
the  City  Planners  in  the  EIR." 

Response  65:     The  City  has  an  ongoing  program  for  acquisition 
of  open  space  and  renovation  of  parks  in  San  Francisco 
under  Proposition  J,  however  the  subject  property  has 
never  been  designated  for  acquisition.     The  property 
is  also  not  in  a  "high-need"  area  according  to  the  Recreation 
and  Open  Space  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive 
Plan  adopted  24  May  1973. 

The  property  is  zoned  for  mainly  residential  use  and 
is  recognized  as  a  housing  opportunity  site  according 
to  the  Draft  Guidelines  for  Development  of  the  Playland 
Site  prepared  by  Department  of  City  Planning  staff  in 
August  1977. 

Comment  66;     "I  would  like  to  add  that  the  City  Planners 

have  noted  in  the  past  in  the  same  report  that  in  particular 
they  recommended  'keeping  the  Great  Highway  free  from 
visual  obstructions  to  the  extent  possible'  and  stressed 
the  need  to  keep  'this  roadway  as  a  scenic  recreational 
drive  through  the  park  area.' 

Response  66;     The  EIR,  page  55  paragraph  3,  identifies  the 
Great  Highway  as  a  recreational  street  as  defined  in 
the  transportation  element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan. 
While  the  project  design  limits  direct  vehicular  access 
to/from  the  Great  Highway  to  a  one-way  access  out  of 
Parcel  4,  it  is  unavoidable  that  the  project  would  increase 
traffic  on  the  Great  Highway  in  the  locality.     It  is 
estimated   (page  102  and  Figures  22  and  23  of  the  EIR) 
that  the  increases  in  both  average  daily  traffic  and 
peak  hour  volumes  would  be  10%  or  less. 
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The  project  proposes  no  obstructions,  visual  or  otherwise, 
in  the  Great  Highway  roadway.     See  Response  17  for  a 
discussion  of  possible  landscaping  for  the  eastern  edge 
of  the  present  Great  Highway  right-of-way. 

Comment  67;     "Just  in  summary  and  in  conclusion,  I  would 

like  to  add  one  final  quote  from  the  City  Planners  that 
is  not  reflected  in  this  essay.     The  City  Planners  reported — 
the  Department  of  City  Planning — that  'Indiscriminate 
development  can  greatly  diminish  San  Francisco's  unique 
assets.     It  is  no  longer  wise  to  encourage  building 
mainly  to  increase  the  tax  base.     Development  unguided 
by  community  goals  and  priorities  is  a  luxury  that  this 
City  can't  afford. ' " 

Response  67:  This  EIR  is  intended  to  present  information 
to  the  public  and  decision-makers  so  that  a  decision 
can  be  reached  on  the  most  appropriate  use  of  the  site. 


Mr.  Powell,  Housing  Consultant,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
Seniors  Organization 

Comment  68;     "I  am  a  native  San  Franciscan.     I  remember  Playland 
when  it  was  a  nice  place  to  take  my  kids.     I  can  remember 
when  it  wasn't  so  nice  to  take  my  kids  to,  and  I  know 
what  the  situation  is  now.     It  is  nothing  but  a  garbage 
dump,  rat-infested,  mice — you  name  it." 

Response  68;     See  Response  54. 


Bob  Hayden,  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Comment  69;     "Having  looked  over  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  the  people  at  the  Chamber  thought  that  it  was 
perhaps  deficient  in  pointing  out  the  positive  benefits 
of  a  housing  project  of  this  size  to  the  City." 

Response  69;     An  EIR  is  intended  to  identify  the  potential 

significant  impacts  of  a  proposal.     The  California  Environ- 
mental Quality  Act  defines  "significant  effect  on  the 
environment"  to  be  "a  substantial,  or  potentially  substantial, 
adverse  change  in  the  environment."     (Cal.  Public  Resources 
Code  section  21068.) 

The  policy  of  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  in 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  is  not 
to  label  effects  as  adverse  or  beneficial,  an  effect 
found  by  one  reader  to  be  beneficial  may  be  judged  adverse 
by  another.     See  also  Response  3. 


Comment  70:     "This  is  a  City  environment — not  a  park  environ- 
ment ...  I  would  like  to  mention  the  parks  we  have 
in  San  Francisco  and  what  you  may  say  about  that  in 
your  final  report  when  you  consider  park  land  and  alternate 
uses.     A  jury  has  recently  decided  that  land  in  that 
area  goes  for  about  $2  million  an  acre.     That  means 
an  expenditue  of  about  $20  million  to  acquire  another 
ten  acres  of  park." 

Response  70;     The  EIR  addresses  the  alternative  of  park  use 
on  the  site  on  page  167.     To  date  there  have  been  no 
specific  proposals  to  acquire  the  property  for  park 
use,  except  for  about  1.9  acres  on  Parcel  4,  authorized 
for  acquisition  by  the  National  Park  Service  GGNRA. 
No  official  assessment  has  been  made  of  the  value  of 
either  the  portion  of  Parcel  4  to  be  acquired  or  the 
entire  10  acres.     The  $2  million  per  acre  was  assessed 
on  the  Sutro  Baths  site  north  of  the  Cliff  House,  about 
one-half  mile  from  the  project  site. 

Comment  71;     "As  Mayor  Feinstein  has  pointed  out,  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  already  has  more  park  land  per  person 
than  any  other  city  in  the  country.     We  would  like  to 
see  a  litle  more  development  of  these  points  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report." 

Response  71;     See  Response  34. 


Ms.  Winnifred  McCarthy,  Apartment  House  Associations  Consolidated 

Comment  72;     "The  taxpayers  of  San  Francisco  find  it  difficult 
also  to  understand  that  while  the  Ocean  Beach  Development 
Plans  were  made  public  originally  on  March  23,  1978 
and  have  undergone  a  number  of  modifications  to  meet 
the  City's  requirements,  the  Planning  Commission  is 
still  not  at  a  decision.     Let's  move  ahead  and  NOW." 

Response  72;     The  plans  were  made  public  several  months  before 
any  permit  applications  were  submitted  to  the  City. 
The  City  Planning  Commission  is  moving  on  the  project 
as  fast  as  is  legally  possible.     The  Commission  may 
not  act  before  this  EIR  has  been  certified  to  be  complete. 
State  law  requires  that  a  decision  on  a  project  be  made 
within  one  year  from  the  time  that  an  application  has 
been  accepted  as  complete  by  the  local  agency.  The 
deadline  for  this  project  is  12  September  1979.  The 
law  allows  an  extension  of  no  more  than  90  days  if  the 
project  sponsor  agrees. 
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Comment  73;     "The  project  is  expected  to  cost  $45  million, 
in  excess  of  one  million  construction  labor  hours  over 
the  duration  of  the  project,  and  approximately  200  permanent 
jobs  are  expected  to  be  created  when  the  entire  project 
is  completed." 

Response  73;     These  figures  are  approximately  correct.  The 
exact  figures  are  given  on  pages  127  and  128  of  the 
EIR. 

Comment  74;     "Since  the  project  has  been  delayed  some  nine 
months  beyond  the  date  originally  established  when  the 
expected  market  price  of  the  two  bedroom,  two  bath  unit 
was  planned  for  the  low  eighty-thousands,  already  because 
of  these  delays  the  price  has  climbed  to  approximately 
$90,000." 

Response  74;     The  prices  indicated  in  the  EIR  are  based  on 
1978  dollars.     Whenever  the  project  is  completed  and 
units  are  ready  for  sale,  an  inflation  factor  will  have 
to  be  added  to  establish  the  actual  sale  price  of  the 
condominiums.     There  have  been  no  unusual  delays  in 
project  permit  processing.     See  Response  72.     The  environmental 
review  process  began  in  about  September  1978  and  some 
of  the  data  on  the  EIR  was  developed  at  that  earlier 
stage  of  project  analysis.     Inflation  is  an  ongoing 
process  on  the  present  economy,  and  any  cost  estimates 
printed  in  a  document  require  adjustment  based  on  the 
data  the  estimates  were  made  compared  to  the  date  the 
document  is  being  read. 


Mr.  Meuier,  Richmond  District  Resident 

Comment  75;  "I  think  there  are  a  great  many  families  out 
here  in  the  Richmond  who  feel  as  we  do  that  it  would 
be  a  terrific  mistake  to  allow  this  project  to  go  through, 

"Now,  to  just  say  that  and  not  give  an  alternative  is 
a  hollow  thing.     It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  far 
better  to  bring  some  industry  into  our  town.    We  hear 
about  the  need  for  industry, 

"I  am  not  talking  about  factories.     I  am  talking  about 
making  a  place  out  there  on  those  ten-plus  acres  that 
is  going  to  attract  our  biggest  industry  in  San  Francisco — 
the  tourist  industry. 

"I  walk  my  dog  in  Sutro  Park,  and  I  look  over  the  edge, 
and  it  can  be  terrifically  bad  weather  and  there  are 
always  buses  full  of  tourists  down  at  the  Cliff  House. 
They  can't  handle  them  there's  so  many  of  them. 


258 


"All  we  need  to  do  is  to  give  them  a  little  bit  more 
space  like  ten  acres  and  make  that  $650 , 000-a-year  projected 
income  look  sick.    We  would  do  a  lot  better  for  the 
City  if  we  would  do  that.     It  can  be  done. 

"They  have  already  got  the  beginning  of  a  couple  of 
holes  down  there.     Let's  make  them  a  lot  deeper. 

"...  Let's  landscape  them.     Let  some  concessionaires 
have  some  spaces  in  there.     Put  a  decent  restaurant 
in  there  or  two — or  more.     Not  hot  dog  stands — something 
that's  going  to  be  viable,  more  in  the  true  feeling 
of  this  City  of  San  Francisco." 

Response  75;     See  Response  70.     The  alternative  suggested 
in  this  comment  is  addressed  conceptually  in  Chapter 
VII,  Section  F.2  as  commercial  development  of  the  site. 
The  following  has  been  added  to  Chapter  VII,  Section 
F.2  on  page  166. 

"The  economic  viability  of  this  alternative  is  unknown 
and  to  date  there  have  been  no  specific  proposals  to 
develop  the  site  for  commercial  development  catering 
to  tourists." 

Comment  76;     "Insofar  as  having  more  parks  per  capita  or 

more  park  space  per  capita  than  any  other  city  in  the 
country,  that's  what  makes  San  Francisco." 

Response  76;  Agreed. 


Ms.  Marion  Cowen,  Richmond  District  Resident 

Comment  77;     "I  feel  that  one  thing  has  not  been  stressed: 
that  is  the  importance  of  this  area  to  the  people  of 
San  Francisco  for  all  time.     And  it  should  be  preserved 
for  them — not  built  on  in  any  manner  whatever,  but  preserved 
as  an  open  space,  a  green  rather  than  a  park  where  it 
is  hazardous  to  ramble  in  these  days." 

Response  77:     The  discussion  of  use  of  the  site  as  open  space 

on  page  167  does  not  delineate  amounts  or  types  of  landscaping. 
If  the  site  were  developed  as  open  space,  as  an  alternative 
to  the  proposed  project,  a  "green"  could  be  one  means 
of  landscaping  the  area.     See  Response  70. 

Comment  78;     "The  fact  that  it  is  said  that  we  don't  need 
more  parks  is  a  fallacy.     I  fought  very  hard  several 
times  in  the  past  to  keep  the  western  section  of  Golden 
Gate  Park,  the  Panhandle,  the  Presidio  from  passing 
into  the  hands  of  private  realtors  who  made  a  strenuous 
effort  to  obtain  that  land." 
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Response  78;    See  Responses  33  and  75.     The  Recreation  and 
Open  Space  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive 
Plan  does  not  designate  any  areas  of  the  Richmond  District 
as  "high  need"  neighborhoods. 

Comment  79:     "Now,  a  year  or  so  ago  with  a  number  of  people, 
we  made  a  survey  door-to-door  in  this  area  where  I  live 
(the  outer  Richmond)  and  with  visitors  to  the  beach. 
We  obtained  the  signatures  of  nearly  4,000  people  in 
the  very  short  time  who  all  wanted  this  preserved  for 
the  prople  of  San  Francisco — not  to  be  turned  over  to 
developers  who  are  interested  because  they  are  out-of- 
towners,  not  the  people  of  San  Francisco  who  are  interested 
only  in  making  money  out  of  it.     If  there  was  no  profit 
in  it  to  them,  they  would  certainly  not  do  it.  Now, 
I  know  it  takes  money  to  do  this.     The  money  again  should 
come  from  Congress.    With  my  associate,  Mr.  Bridger, 
we  made  two  personal  trips  at  our  own  expense  to  Washington, 
D.C.,  to  lay  this  before  Senator  Cranston  and  the  two 
Burtons.     They  were  enthusiastic  for  it  and  have  promised 
that  they  would  do  all  they  could.     The  opposition, 
of  course,  came  from  Senator  Hayakawa. 

"But  this  thing  is  not  developed.     If  it  can  possibly 
be  delayed  .    .   .  because  once  it  is  built  on,  the  public 
would  lose  it  forever.     I  think  it  shold  be  preserved 
as  a  heritage  of  San  Francisco." 

Response  79;     See  page  167  of  the  EIR  and  see  Responses  70 
and  72. 

Comment  80;  "But  this  belongs  to  the  public  and  has  always 
been  public  land.  Even  though  privately  owned,  it  has 
been  open  to  the  public  ever  since  I  was  a  child." 

Response  80;     See  Response  36. 


David  Warren,  Playland  Research  Center 

Comment  81:     "...  this  land,  since  1883  has  belonged  to 

the  public — and  it  has  always  been  public  land.  Although 
it  had  been  privately  owned,  the  public  has  an  opportunity 
to  use  it." 

Response  81;     Parcels  2  and  3  are  presently  fenced  and  not 
available  for  public  use.     See  Response  36. 

Comment  82;     "It  has  a  very  important  link  between  Golden 

Gate  Park  and  Sutro  Heights  Park,  which  is  public  land- 
-and  it  should  not  be  disturbed  with  a  lot  of  private 
housing  which  would  preclude  the  use  by  the  public." 
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Response  82;     See  Section  V.A. ,  page  138  of  the  EIR  concerning 
development  of  a  greenbelt  link  between  Golden  Gate 
Park  and  Sutro  Heights  Park. 

Comment  83;     "If  we  put  private  housing  on  it,  we  destroy 

the  historical  fact  that  that  land  belongs  to  the  people. 
Let's  not  do  it.     Let's  preserve  it  and  let  it  be  there 
for  people  to  have  fun." 

Response  83;     A  central  issue  of  this  project  concerns  the 
conflict  between  the  need  to  supply  more  housing  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  need  to  provide  recreational  open 
space.     This  EIR  presents  information  related  to  those 
conflicting  needs  in  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Impacts, 
Community  Concerns,  Mitigation,  Unavoidable  Adverse 
Effects,  Alternatives  and  other  sections  of  the  report, 
including  pages  81-83,  132-138,  150  and  167. 


John  Greenagel 

Comment  84;     "It  seems  to  me  that  the  concerns  that  have 

been  addressed  again  and  again  at  various  meetings  both 
by  this  Commission  on  a  previous  rezoning  proposal  and 
at  neighborhood  meetings  held  by  the  developer  that 
the  various  issues  are  adequately  discussed  in  the  EIR." 

Response  84;     See  Response  59. 

Comment  85;     "We  need  the  housing.     These  concerns  are  addres- 
sed, and  I  don't  think  this  ought  to  be  delayed  further." 

Response  85;     See  Response  72. 

Comment  86;     "To  talk  about  abandoning  this  plan  in  the  absence 
of  a  concrete  proposal  by  PAR  to  acquire  the  property 
at  market  value  and  develop  it  in  accordance  with  one 
of  these  plans  would  be  a  farce — and  I  think  that  would 
make  a  mockery  of  the  EIR  process." 

Response  86;     Since  the  time  of  the  public  hearing  on  the 

Draft  EIR,  several  meetings  have  been  held  between  the 
project  sponsor  and  community  representatives,  including 
PAR  to  attempt  to  reach  accommodations  acceptable  to 
both  parties.     The  results  of  those  discussions  are 
contained  in  these  responses  to  the  extent  possible. 
PAR  has  not  expressed  interest  in  purchasing  the  property 
but  has  proposed  alternative  development  schemes,  see 
Responses  24  and  25  and  Chapter  VII,  Section  F.5  of 
the  EIR. 


261 


Don  Zeigler^  President  of  the  Planning  Association  for  the 


Richmond 


Comment  87;     "I  would  just  like  to  clarify  one  point.  PAR 
does  not  represent  the  Richmond  District.     We  don't 
claim  to,  and  we  are  an  organization  that  has  600  members 
in  the  Richmond  District.     We  do  our  best  to  get  the 
sense  of  what  the  district  feels  about  the  project. 

"We  are  representing  our  point  of  view.     We  think  it 
is  a  legitimate  point  of  view.     It  is  one  that  we  have 
discussed  very  thoroughly  in  our  committees,  and  we 
think  that  it  does  represent  probably  a  majority  of 
the  district.     But  that's  your  decision  to  make." 

Response  87:     See  pages  134-136  of  the  EIR  and  Responses 
13  and  86. 

Comment  88;     "There  is  a  character  to  the  housing  that  exists 
out  there  already.     We  think  that  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  does  not  discuss  these  alternatives  adequately. 

Response  88;  Further  information  on  alternatives  has  been 
developed  for  the  Final  EIR.  See  Responses  24  and  25 
and  Chapter  VII.,  Section  F.5  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  89;     "The  people  who  wrote  the  EIR  and  the  people 

who  have  proposed  this  development  have  not  really  contacted 
the  people  in  the  neighborhood." 

Response  89;     Pages  132  through  136  of  the  EIR  document  a 
portion  of  the  contacts  which  have  been  made  by  the 
project  sponsor  and  EIR  preparers  with  the  neighborhood. 
Additional  meetings  have  been  held  with  City  staff  represen- 
tatives since  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  90;     "By  asking  for  a  planned  unit  development,  the 
developer  is  ignoring  the  zoning  codes,  so  the  City's 
input  through  the  zoning  codes  aren't  really  being  used 
as  a  guideline. 

Response  90;     The  City  Planning  Code  allows  for  a  PUD  when 
certain  conditions  apply  as  described  on  page  23  of 
the  EIR. 

Comment  91;     "One  guideline  that  perhaps  might  be  appropriate 
is  in  the  Coastal  Commission  guidelines  which  are  quoted 
in  the  EIR.     Their  first  sentence  says,    'The  development 
of  the  Playland  Site  should  be  based  on  a  master  plan. ' 
We  would  just  like  to  ask:     Where  is  the  master  plan 
for  this  site?" 
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"Just  as  a  possibility,  the  City  recently  received  $35,000 
from  the  Coastal  Commission  to  develop  a  local  coastal 
plan.     This  is  the  City's  opportunity  to  plan  for  its 
coastline  and  to  develop  a  master  plan  for  development — or 
whatever — along  the  coast. 

"This  seems  to  be  the  type  of  thing  that  should  be  used 
to  incorporate  the  Playland  site  within  this  local  coastal 
plan.     That's  what  the  purpose  of  it  is  for. 

"This  is  land  that's  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Coastal 
Commission,  and  the  City  has  an  opportunity  now  to  go 
in  and  develop  guidelines  for  development  along  the 
coast . 

"So  we  think  that  this  mechanism  while  it  would  take 
some  time  and  might  delay  the  project,  it  is  unfortunate 
timing  of  all  this  because  we  think  that  the  local  coastal 
plan  should  be  used  as  a  vehicle  to  guide  development 
along  the  entire  coast. 

Response  91;     It  is  correct  that  the  City  will  be  receiving 

$35,011  through  the  California  Coastal  Commission  to  produce 
the  Local  Coastal  Program.     In  the  Work  Program  a  small 
number  of  hours   (20)   has  been  allocated  to  Issue  #5: 
the  Playland  site.     The  reason  for  this  is  that  the 
Coastal  staff  and  the  Department  staff  decided  that 
the  only  task  would  be  the  following:     "Review  draft 
guidelines  for  Playland  site  for  conformance  with  Coastal 
Act,  and  modify  as  necessary."     This  would,  in  essence, 
legitimize  the  draft  development  guidelines  for  Playland 
which  were  written  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
in  1977,  and  which  have  been  used  in  discussions  with 
potential  developers. 

Comment  92;     "Where  are  all  the  alternatives  that  you  have 
heard  here  tonight  discussed,  and  how  are  they  brought 
in  this  plan?" 

Response  92;     See  Responses  24  and  25  and  Chapter  VII.,  Section 
F.5  of  the  EIR. 


Comment  93;     "Then  the  next  best  thing  is  to  .    .    .  require 
the  developer  to  work  with  the  neighborhood.     We  don't 
think  that  what  we  are  asking  for  is  out  of  line.  We 
do  realize  the  need  for  housing  in  San  Francisco.  We 
are  certainly  willing  to  accept  housing  on  the  site." 

Response  93;     See  Response  89. 
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Comment  94;     "We  very  much  want  to  keep  Parcel  4,  the  northern 
parcel,  open  for  public  use.     It  is  a  natural  tie-in 
into  Sutro  Heights  Park  and  under  no  plan  should  be 
developed.     But  within  the  other  three  parcels,  we  think 
that  there  is  room  for  compromise  in  a  way  to  come  up 
with  a  project  that  both  the  people  who  live  out  there 
and  the  developer  can  come  to  some  agreement  on  and 
develop  something  that's  to  everyone's  satisfaction." 

Response  94:     See  Responses  24,  25  and  89,  and  Chapter  VII., 
Section  F.5,  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  95;     "This  business  of  building  the  Richmond  Trans- 
port Sewer  out  there  at  the  same  time  as  this  development 
is  being  built — we  are  going  to  have  two  of  the  largest 
construction  projects  probably  going  on  in  the  City 
at  one  time  going  on  together  at  the  same  place,  and 
I  really  can't  see  how  this  can  work.     The  Environmental 
Impact  Report  slides  over  that  very  quickly  and  doesn't 
really  discuss  that  in  any  detail  at  all. 

"For  people  who  are  living  out  there  and  are  going  to 
have  to  suffer  the  consequences  of  both  of  these  projects 
being  built  together  at  the  same  time,  I  think  they 
have  a  right  to  have  a  full  explanation  of  exactly  what 
the  environmental  impacts  are  going  to  be  with  this 
combined  construction  activity  going  on.     We  think  that 
at  least  the  EIR  should  address  this  issue  more  completely 
because  it  has  very  severe  consequences." 

Response  95;     See  pp.  79-81  of  the  EIR.     It  is  agreed  that 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  two  projects  should  be 
addressed,  particularly  related  to  the  possibility  of 
concurrent  construction.     Unfortunately,  the  Richmond 
Transport  project  has  not  been  developed  yet  to  the 
point  where  sufficient  information  is  available  for 
evaluation.     The  Richmond  Transport  EIR  scheduled  for 
certification  in  early  1980  will  address  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  two  projects  in  greater  detail  than  is 
possible  in  this  report. 


Mr.  Freund 

Comment  96;     "There  have  been  some  unfortunate  inaccuracies 
this  evening.     The  ten  ares  in  question,  it's  private 
property.     I  think  that  that  is  confused  time  and  time 
again  in  the  comments  that  have  been  made. 

"I  don't  think  that  its  history  is  that  of  recreation 
and  open  space.     Its  history  has  been  one  of  a  for-profit 
amusement  park.     I  don't  think  its  history  is  any  different 
than  that  of  Disneyland." 
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Response  96:     See  Response  36. 


Comment  97:     "I  think  that  the  proposed  project  has  received 
much  opportunity  for  community  input.     There  have  been 
meetings.     There  has  been  this  meeting." 

Response  97:     See  Responses  86  and  89. 


Arden  Danekas 

Comment  98:     "My  name  is  Arden  Danekas.     The  EIR  has  it  wrong 
in  both  places  where  it  mentions  it." 

Response  98:     Our  apologies.     Footnote  4  on  page  134  has 
been  corrected. 

Comment  99:     "One  of  the  problems  that  comes  up  is  the  mention 
of  a  planned  unit  development.     If  you  look  at  the  zoning 
that  surrounds  the  area — RM-1  and  RH-2 — and  then  you 
look  at  the  dwelling  units  per  acre,  the  density  around 
this  area  is  about  15  dwelling  units  per  acre,  and  the 
proposal  comes  out  to  almost  100  dwelling  units  per  acre. 

"The  spirit  of  a  planned  unit  development  says  that 
it  shall  follow  closely  what  the  zoning  alows  in  the 
surrounding  territory,  and  I  think  that  that  has  to 
be  really  looked  at  and,  you  know,  something  done  to 
the  zoning  proposal  as  it  is  out  there.     Also  in  some 
of  the  areas  I'm  not  sure  what  the  height  limit  is  out 
there.     But  I  know  in  the  last  go-around,  the  height 
limit  has  been  changed  in  some  areas  to  30  feet.  I 
was  wondering  if  that's  been  done  out  there." 

Response  99:     The  height  limit  for  the  entire  project  site 
is  40  feet.     See  Response  16  concerning  density  of  the 
project  compared  to  the  surrounding  area  and  Response 
90  and  page  23  of  the  EIR  concerning  PUD  requirements. 

Comment  100:     "Also  I  think  this  housing  business  has  to 
be  explained  much  more  thoroughly,  and  entering  into 
discussions  with  the  developer  certainly  doesn't  satisfy 
any  demands  or  any  explanations  or  anything  that  comes 
out.    We  don't  want  any  Pink  Palaces  out  here,  and  I 
think  that's  the  issue  that  comes  up.     You  have  to  be 
very  careful  and  very  explicit  in  what  you  are  going 
to  do  about  that." 

Response  100:     The  housing  design  is  at  a  conceptual  stage 
at  this  point.     Design  details  remain  to  be  developed 
during  the  project  approval  process,  and  have  not  been 
covered  item-by-item  in  the  EIR.     As  the  State  EIR  Guidelines 
point  out  that  "the  degree  of  specificity  required  in 
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an  EIR  will  correspond  to  the  degree  of  specificity 
involved  in  the  .   .   .  activity  which  is  described  in 
the  EIR"   (Section  15147). 

Mitigation  measures  and  alternatives  developed  in  the 
EIR  process  will  be  available  when  the  project  is  considered 
by  the  Planning  Coiranission  on  the  public  hearing  in  the 
conditional  use  application. 

No  buildings  similar  to  the  "Pink  Palace"  are  proposed 
in  this  project.  See  Response  10  regarding  subsidized 
housing  proposals. 

Comment  101;     "A  lot  of  amenities  were  a  very  important  factor 
involved  in  how  Mr.  Ets-Hokin  was  going  to  do  his  thing, 
and  all  the  amenities  were  going  to  be  built  at  the 
very  tail  end  of  the  project,  which  means  possibly  that 
they  would  not  be  built.     And  I  was  wondering  if  some 
kind  of  order  could  be  put  in  here  so  that  some  of  the 
amenities  might  be  built  with  the  rest  of  the  stuff." 

Response  101:     The  project  sponsor  proposes  construction 

on  a  parcel  by  parcel  basis.     Therefore,  the  amenities 
for  each  parcel  would  be  constructed  prior  to  construction 
of  the  next  parcel.     Project  scheduling  is  discussed 
on  page  19  of  the  EIR. 


Dimitri  De  Denko,  Richmond  District  Resident 

Comment  10  2;     "I  am  supportive  of  the  development  in  its 

many  forms  here,  but  my  primary  concern  is  that  a  very 
high  level  of  maintenance  would  be  incorporated  as  part 
of  the  plan  so  as  to  avoid  this  area  becoming  a  blight 
in  short  order.     The  climate  and  the  weather  conditions 
at  the  ocean  front  are  rather  severe,  and  I  think  there 
should  be  some  very  high-quality  standards  relative 
to  the  initial  construction  as  well  as  the  maintenance 
of  this  property." 

Response  102;     Standards  relative  to  initial  construction 

would  be  established  by  the  City  and  the  Coastal  Commission. 
Maintenance  of  the  property  would  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  Homeowners'  Assocation  made  up  of  condominium 
owners . 

Comment  103;     "I  v;ould  like  to  know  what  guarantee  do  we 
have  if  this  project  should  go  forward  that  it  will 
be  completed?    By  that  I  mean,  what  financial  guarantee 
do  we  have  that  the  developer  has  the  funds  to  complete 
such  a  large  project?" 
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Response  103;     The  project  sponsor  already  has  an  equity 

commitment  from  the  project  partners  and  the  partnership 
has  made  a  financial  commitment  to  complete  the  project. 
Once  the  project  receives  final  approval,  the  project  , 
sponsor  expects  project  financing  to  be  readily  available. 
The  project  would  be  built  in  increments  of  about  150 
units  per  year  to  be  responsive  to  the  housing  market. 
See  proposed  project  schedule,  page  19  in  the  EIR. 

Comment  104:     "If  I  recall  correctly,  the  taxes  as  of  last 

June  were  not  paid  in  full.     They  were  only  paid  a  nominal 
fee — just  a  bit. 

"The  developer  has  an  opportunity  to  pay  later.  But 
I  don't  know  right  now  the  status  of  this. 

"But  I  heard  some  people  say  tonight  that  the  developer 
should  go  ahead  because  the  tax  rolls  ...  It  would 
put  more  money  in  for  taxes.     Right  now  if  I'm  correct, 
I  don't  believe  the  City  is  getting  any  benefits  from 
the  property  by  taxes." 

Response  104;     Taxes  owed  in^fiscal  years  1972-73  through 

1976-77  are  delinquent.      However,  the  installment  payments 
on  the  back  taxes  are  current  as  documented  in  a  letter 
from  Steve  Farrand,  attorney  for  the  project  sponsor, 
to  Roger  S,  Mertz,  attorney  for  Independence  Mortgage 
Trust,  dated  27  March  1979. 


Julia  Hirsch 


Comment  105;     "I  would  like  to  say  I  read  the  EIR  Report 

quite  carefully.    While  I  might  disagree  with  very  tiny 
points,  I  think  it  does  address  the  problem,  and  I  encourage 
the  Commission  not  to  unduly  delay  the  process  by  accepting 
the  EIR  with  the  modifications   (some  modifications) 
we  have  heard  tonight  and  get  to  a  point  where  we  are 
really  deciding  on  a  project." 


Response  105;     See  Responses  72  and  74. 


■'"Telephone  communication  with  Tef  Kutay,  13  August  1979. 
2 

Telephone  conversation  with  David  Dilg,  San  Francisco 
Tax  Collector's  Office,  20  August  1979. 
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Dorothy  Gibbons,  Richmond  District  Resident 


Comment  106;     "I  am  a  little  tired  of  hearing  about  housing, 
housing,  housing  out  at  the  beach  when  there  are  vast 
areas  downtown  that  could  be  rezoned  and  where  the  climate 
is  much  more  in  keeping  with  a  project  like  this.  I 
just  wish  that  someone  would  consider  something  a  little 
less  monolithic  down  there  if  something  has  to  be  built 
and  do  some  housing  where  there  are  big  open  spaces 
down  in  the  center  of  town." 

Response  106:     While  the  question  of  housing  in  the  downtown 
is  an  interesting  one,  the  issue  in  this  project  is 
what  is  proposed  on  the  project  site.     The  issue  of 
the  "monolithic"  nature  of  the  project  is  addressed 
in  Response  18. 

The  developer  is  not  making  a  proposal  for  housing  on 

a  downtown  site.     Housing  in  the  downtown  area  is  discussed 

as  an  alternative  in  the  last  Comment  and  Response  in 

the  Final  EIR  EE. 78. 27,  101  California  Street,  available 

from  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 


Jeanette  Muehl,  Richmond  District  Resident 

Comment  107;     "I  am  sick  and  tired  of  hearing  people  say 
that  we  need  another  park  out  there.     We  don't  need 
it.     We  need  parks  in  other  parts  of  the  City,  but  we 
don't  have  money  enough  to  take  care  of  the  parks  we 
already  have. 

"Now,  If  you  think  I  am  opposed  to  parks,  I'm  not. 
I'll  tell  you  that  I  am  the  one  who  proposed  and  helped 
to  organize  the  John  McLaren  Society,  which  is  dedicated 
to  the  preservation  of  our  parks.     I  would  like  to  take 
care  of  the  parks  we  already  have. 

"In  the  Richmond  District,  we  are  supplied  with  parks 
better  than  any  other  part  of  the  City.     And  if  we  want 
to  have  more  parks,  let's  put  them  where  they  are  needed." 

Response  107;     See  Response  70  and  Comment  and  Response  78. 


Written  Comments 
Received  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning 


Commissioner  Nakashima 

Comment  108;     "There  is  clearly  the  need  for  photographs 

that  can  be  used  to  assess  the  visual  impacts  from  residences 
looking  to  the  ocean  from  two  or  three  point  sources." 

Response  108;     Graphics  have  been  completed  for  incorporation 
into  the  Final  EIR.     See  Section  IV., D. 2.  of  the  EIR. 
These  will  better  illustrate  visual  impacts  due  to  the 
project. 

Comment  109;     "We  need  a  clearer  breakdown  of  how  many  units 
are  being  allowed  in  each  parcel  under  existing  zoning 
and  under  P.U.D." 

Response  109;     The  chart  on  page  270  of  the  Comments  and  Responses 
has  been  prepared  by  City  Planning  Department  Staff 
to  indicate  the  allowed  number  of  units  by  zone. 

Comment  110;     "Page  73.     I  would  like  an  interpretation  of 
the  Coastal  Commission  guidelines  concerning  low  and 
moderate  income  housing.     Does  it  mean  rental  or  ownership 
or  both?" 

Response  110;     It  can  mean  either  rental  or  ownership  with 
no  preference.     In  the  Coastal  Commission  Condominium 
Conversion  Guidelines,  both  rental  and  owner  opportunities 
are  related  to  income  levels.     It  is  expected  that  guidelines 
for  new  construction,  which  the  California  Coastal  Commission 
staff  is  in  the  process  of  drafting,  will  also  include 
both  owner  and  rental  opportunities.     See  also  Comment 
179  from  Coastal  Commission  staff. 

Comment  111;     "Does  senior  citizen  housing  fulfill  the  require- 
ment for  low/moderate  income  housing  opportunity?  I 
believe  that  it  may  also  mean  family  housing." 

Response  111;     Since  publication  of  the  Ocean  Beach  Park 

Estates  DEIR,  the  project  sponsor  has  refined  the  plans 
to  include  low/moderate  income  family  housing  at  the 
project.     See  text  changes  for  pages  11,  15,  and  72 
and  Response  10. 
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EtJEa-Y   nm 


n 

209 
30 


115 
277 
38 


159 
257 
20 


m 


20 
9 


TOTAL  SITE 


295.398 


315 


430 


436 


(15) 


ICTES: 

Q)      The  City  Planing  Commission  m(\y  grant  conditional  use  ALmcRizATiON  of  a  Planned  U^it  Development  with  a 

DENSITY  GREATER  "mAN  THE  PERMITTED  DENSITY  OF  THE  APPLICABLE  ZONING  DISTRICT.  PROVIDED  THAT  THE  HIGHER 
DENSITY  WOLLD  NOT  BE  EQUAL  TO  THAT  OF  THE  NEXT  LESS-RESTRICTIVE  DISTRICT.  I.E..  THE  APPROVED  DENSITY  MUST 
BE  AT  LEAST  ONE  D;^ELLING  UNIT  LESS  THAN  THAT  PERMITTED  IN  THE  NEXT  DISTRICT.    In  ADDITION.  HOUSING  FOR 
THE  ELDERLY  IS  PgRMlTTED  AT  A  DENSITY  DOUBLE  THE  APPLICABLE  DENSITY  FOR  ANY  PARTICULAR  DISTKia.  ThE 
FOLLOWING  DENSITY  RATIOS  OF  EWELLIN6  UNITS  TO  SITE  SQUARE  FOOTAGE  HAVE  BEEN  USED  IN  THESE  CALCULATIONS: 

District  Pewittb  Iiaximji  fossiRi  f 

RH-2  Family  1:1500  a:lIX)0)-l 

RM-1  and  C-1  Family  1:800  (1:600)-1 
RM-1  Elderly        (1:800):C  a:600)-D  )C2 

The  proposed  eweuing  lnits  are  tve  nlmber  of  units  in  each  zoning  oiSTRia  for  the  proposed  project 
3SeT  jg^i-OPM^  alternatives  described  in  the  Draft  ENviRorr€NTAL  Impact  fepoRT  (EE78.178)  published 


(2) 


(3)      For  purposes  of  comparison,  dwelling  units  for  the  elderly  in  this  couxti  are  calculated  at  the  rate  of  one  dwelling  unit  for  eao 

TWO  ELDERLY  UNITS. 

Syt^OL  INDICATE  CONTROaiNG  CALCULATIONS  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE.  FOR  RECLASSIFICATION  ALTERNATIVES.  THE  1 
DENSITY  IS  THE  SAME  THROUSHOOT  THE  SITE  AND  UNITS  mi  BE  LOCATED  ANYWHERE  AS  LONG  AS  THE  TOTAL  N^^BER 

IS  EQUAL  TO.  OR  LESS  THAN.  THE  TOTAL  MAXIMLM.    FoR  EXISTING  CLASSIFICATION  ALTERNATIVES.  UNITS  FROM  A  I 

[f^l^^m^fiuEo^ifT^i^L^^  ^'^       ^"^"^^       A  MORE-RESTRICTIVE  DISTRICT.    THEREFORE  THE  MAXIMJ'I 
UNITS  IN  THE  WrL  DISTRICT  MUST  BE  MET  AS  WELL  AS  THE  ^VAXIMLW  TOTAL. 
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Comment  112 t     "Under  Impacts  section  there  is  discussion 
about  Policy  2  of  residential  development;  Policy  2 
of  neighborhood  environment;  Policy  5  of  housing  opportunity; 
and.  Policy  1  of  housing  costs.     If  the  development 
does  impact  city  policy (ies)  do  they  require  mitigation 
measures  to  make  them  acceptable?     If  the  policies  are 
not  impacts,  why  were  they  listed  as  such." 

Response  112;     The  policies  applicable  to  the  project  are 

stated  to  assist  the  reader  in  determining  to  what  extent 
the  proposed  project  would  conform  with  the  City  Comprehensive 
Plan.     If  the  City  Planning  Commission  thought,  in  their 
deliberations,  that  the  proposed  project  failed  to  meet 
important  Master  Plan  policies,  they  could  require  project 
changes  to  mitigate  the  impact,  find  that  the  impact 
was  not  mitigable  and  that  alternatives  were  not  feasible, 
or  disapprove  the  project. 

Comment  113;     "One  mitigation  measure  could  be  the  requirement 

that  the  developer  commit  to  the  construction  of  low/moderate 
income  housing  either/or/both  rental/ownership  whether 
there  is  the  availability  of  any  subsidies.     There  must 
be  a  firm  commitment  to  construct  the  needed  housing 
by  10  to  20%  of  the  total  units  in  the  project.  Not 
necessarily  senior  housing  but  also  family  housing." 

Response  113;     The  project  sponsor  will  commit  to  construct 

low  and  moderate  income  family  housing  only  if  subsidies 
are  available.    Without  subsidies,  the  prices  of  other 
units  would  have  to  be  increased, to  offset  the  sale 
or  rental  of  below  market  units.       It  should  be  noted 
that  the  project  has  been  modified  to  allow  for  low 
and  moderate  income  family  rental  units  in  response 
to  hud's  interest  in  subsidizing  such  units.     See  text 
changes  on  pages  11,  15  and  72  and  Responses  10  and 
111. 

Comment  114;     "Could  we  have  the  approximate  number  of  one 
bedroom  units  and  two  bedroom  units  in  the  project." 

Response  114;     Of  the  553  proposed  condominium  units,  approxi- 
mately 135  would  be  1  bedroom  and  418  would  be  two  bedroom. 
The  20  elderly  family  units  would  all  be  1  bedroom. 
The  63  low  and  moderate  income  units  would  include  7 
1  bedroom,  53  2-bedroom  and  3  3-bedroom  units. 


Telephone  communication  with  Tef  Kutay,  13  August  1979. 
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Comment  115;     "page  85  .   .   .  Since  it  was  mentioned,  please 
identify  the  three  and  four  story  buildings  mentioned 
on  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets  between  48th  and  La  Playa." 

Response  115;     The  building  referred  to  may  be  seen  on  Figure 
12,  page  40  of  the  EIR  in  the  photograph  provided,  and 
in  plan  view  on  Figure  13,  page  41.     The  two  3-story 
buildings  on  Balboa  between  48th  and  La  Playa  are  at 
4730  and  474a  Balboa. 

Comment  116;  "The  amount  of  parking  proposed  and  discussed 
on  this  page  and  on  pages  12,  15,  and  19  do  not  match. 
Please  check  for  accuracy." 

Response  116;  The  eighth  line  of  paragraph  3,  page  15  of 
the  EIR,  has  been  changed. 

Comment  117;     "What  is  the  average  household  production  of 
solid  waste/day  in  San  Francisco?" 

Response  117;     The  California  Solid  Waste  Management  Board's 
Bulletin  No.   2  indicates  that  large  urban  areas  such 
as  San  Francisco  have  a  solid  waste  generation  rate 
of  2.4  pounds  per  capita  per  day. 

Comment  118;  "page  125  .  .  .  The  assessment  is  made  that 
families  will  be  few;  doesn't  this  conflict  with  the 
guidelines  for  family  housing  needs?" 

Response  118;     Since  the  publication  date  of  the  Draft  EIR 

the  project  sponsor  has  proposed  to  add  63  low  and  moderate 
income  family  housing  units.     See  Responses  10  and  11. 

Comment  119;     "page  136  ...   It  would  seem  appropriate  to 

clearly  mark  statements  by  the  Richmond  District  Council 
and  Rossi  Park  Association  as  personal  opinions  instead 
of  as  fact." 

Response  119;     Section  IV. P.  page  136  paragraph  two  has  been 

changed. The  comments  by  Rossi  Park  Property  Owners  Association, 
paragraph  3,  page  136,  do  not  appear  to  be  stating  opinions 
as  fact;  therefore  no  text  changes  were  deemed  necessary. 

Comment  120;     "page  157  .   .   .  There  is  no  discussion  as  to 
the  acceptability  by  the  developer  of  Alternate  C  if 
this  alternate  was  mandated." 
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Response  120;     If  mandated,  this  alternative  would  be  accept- 
able to  the  project  sponsor  as  long  as  reasonable  reimbursement 
for  the  severed  portion  of  the  parcel  could  be  negotiated. 

Comment  121:     "I  need  to  be  clear  in  my  mind  that  only  those 
plants  and  trees  be  used  that  clearly  have  a  proven 
track  record  of  survival  in  the  area  designated  for 
them.     Could  there  be  some  reference  as  to  who  would 
be  consulted  and  their  expertise  in  the  subject  so  that 
any  landscaping  which  is  conditioned  in  an  approved 
permit  be  something  that  would  last  for  some  significant 
length  of  time?" 

Response  121;     See  Section  V.B.I  page  138  of  the  EIR. 


Commissioner  Bierman: 

Comment  122;     "How  many  views   (Page  3,  paragraph  3)  from 
residences  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  are  affected?" 

Response  122;     Views  toward  the  ocean  from  the  backs  of  20 
residences  east  of  and  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  would  be 
affected. 

Comment  123:     "Page  38,  Parcel  4  photo.     This  photo  seems 

to  be  only  a  partial  view  of  Parcel  4,  unlike  page  40, 
which  is  a  full  view  of  Parcel  1.     Page  38  photo  should 
be  of  full  block,  with  white  dotted  line  marking  site." 

Response  123:     Figure  11  on  page  38  has  been  changed  as  requested. 

Comment  124;     "Page  73.     Should  be  a  fuller  discussion  of 
recreational  club,  how  people  would  be  selected  for 
membership,  how  much  the  fees  would  be.     The  Coastal 
Commission  staff  should  be  consulted  as  to  whether  a 
private  recreational  facility  (club)  would  qualify  to 
fulfill  a  requirement  for  on-site  coastal-related  use." 

Response  124;     Community  members  would  be  admitted  to  the 
club  on  a  one  to  one  basis  with  project  residents. 
That  is,  as  one  project  resident  is  admitted,  one  community 
member  would  be  admitted  on  a  first  come  first  served 
basis.     The  fees  have  not  yet  been  established  and  would 
be  determined  by  the  Homeowner's  Assocation.  Discussions 


Telephone  communication  with  Tef  Kutay,  13  August  1979. 
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have  been  held  with  the  Coastal  Commission  staff  who  have 
provided  input  on  the  requirements  of  the  Coastal  Commission. 
According  to  Steve  Scholl  the  Commission  prefers  and 
encourages  but  does  not  require  new  developments  to 
provide  facilities  which  have  low  membership  costs  and/or 
which  are  open  to  the  full  public. 

Comment  125;     "Page  77.     Completion  date  dollar  figures  should 
be  used  for  sales  prices.     For  example,  on  page  129, 
1985  dollar  figures  are  used  for  tax  revenues,  to  the 
advantage  of  the  developer.     1978  dollar  figures  used 
for  sales  price  estimates  are  advantageous  to  the  developer, 
but  are  unrealistic." 

Response  125;  The  sale  prices  on  page  77  are  expressed  in 
1978  dollars.  Projecting  an  8%  annual  inflation  rate 
out  to  1985  the  prices  would  be  modified  as  follows: 


Comment  126:     "Page  87   .   .   .  This  drawing  seems  vague,  understated, 
misleading.     Should  be  eliminated  and  perhaps  a  photograph 
with  the  project  superimposed  would  be  more  helpful. 
To  be  useful  the  impact  of  the  project  on  Parcel  4  should 
be  clearer,  as  well  as  on  the  view  from  the  south  on 
the  Great  Highway." 

Response  126:     Additional  photographs  have  been  prepared. 
See  Section  IV.,  D.2,  page  88  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  127;     "Page  109  and  110.     Great  concern  is  shown 

for  secure  parking  for  Parcels  2,  3,  and  4,  the  market 
rate  units.     Why  no  plans  for  security  parking  for  Parcel 
1  residents,  the  elderly?" 

Response  127;     The  project  sponsor  has  made  plans  for  security 
parking  for  the  rental  residents  of  Parcel  1.  Spaces 
at  the  south  end  of  the  garage  could  be  fenced  off  and 
a  security  gate  installed  across  the  access  aisle  (See 
Figure  5,  p.  16).     This  gate  would  be  operated  with 
a  security  card/key  from  the  "public"  side  and  by  a 
button  from  the  "private"  side. 


Telephone  conversation  with  Steve  Scholl  on  17  August  1979. 
2 

Telephone  conversation  with  Tef  Kutay  on  20  August  1979. 


1978  Dollars 


1985  Dollars 


1  Bedroom  Units 

2  Bedroom  Units 

2  Bedroom/Den  Units 


$52,000-$82,000 

$89,700 
$98,000-$112,000 


$89,000-$141,000 

$154,000 
$168,000-$192,000 
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Comment  128:     "Page  137.     'Recreational  facilities  available 
to  the  public'  as  a  mitigation  measure  seems  misleading. 
If  it  is  private,  it  is  not  public.     Availability  to 
the  public  doesn't  mean  a  few  selected  residents  of 
one  district." 

Response  128;     The  recreational  facilities  would  not  be  private 
as  they  would  be  available  to  nonproject  residents. 
However,  they  would  not  be  freely  available  to  non-members. 
The  project  sponsor's  intention  in  opening  outside  memberships 
to  Richmond  district  residents  is  to  be  a  good  neighbor 
and  to  create  good  relations  with  the  local  community. 

Comment  129;     "Page  147.    Will  Construction  be  week-days, 
or  include  week-ends?" 

Response  129;     Additional  information  has  been  provided  in 

the  Mitigation  chapter,  page  147,  before  subsection  1.2. 

Comment  130;     "If  project  density  were  only  as  the  present 
zoning  requires,  could  existing  view  from  residences 
be  saved?" 

Response  130:     Some  views  could  possibly  be  saved.     The  extent 
of  this  saving  would  depend  on  the  actual  configuration 
of  the  units.     Using  the  PAR  schemes  as  an  example  of 
alternatives  responding  to  existing  zoning,  some  buildings 
would  be  2  to  3  stories  tall  while  others  would  need 
to  be  3  to  4  stories  to  achieve  the  allowed  density. 
The  2-3  story  tall  buildings  would  continue  to  block 
views  from  those  houses  on  the  east  side  of  Assessor's 
Block  1596  along  48th  Avenue. 

Comment  131;     "It  is  difficult  to  understand  what  rezoning 
is  required,  exactly  where.     It  is  difficult  to  tell 
what  variances,  zoning  and  otherwise,  are  being  requested." 

Response  131;     Project  sponsor  has  applied  for  rezoning  of 
all  RH-2  designated  areas  on  the  site  to  RM-1  (see  new 
text  on  pages  24  and  72) .     Because  the  project  application 
is  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development,  variances  are  not 
requested.     A  table  similar  to  that  provided  in  Response 
109  was  developed  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
including  effects  of  rezoning  RH-2  areas  to  RM-1. 


Telephone  conversation  with  Tef  Kutay  on  13  August  1979. 
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PROPOSED  OCEAN  BEACH  PARK  ESTATES  PROJECT  (CU78.32) 
DWELLING  UNIT  CALCULATIONS  FOR  VARIOUS  DEVELOPMENT  ALTERNATIVES 
Department  OF  City  Planning,  August  1979 


RECLASSIFICATION 
OF  RH-2  TO  FTi-l 


RjLLIBELIMKr 
PAfmS  1  -  4 


PARCELS  1-3 


FLATLAND  PORTION 
PARCEL  H 


PARCELS  1-3  ONLY 


CuJ^FICATION  (SQUA«ffEET) 

R^i-l  AND  C-1  fmy  432,298 
m-l  ELDERLY  ^2,000 


*  TOTAL  Sm  W<,238 

FM-1  AND  C-1  FmiLY 
RM-1  ELIBLY 

*  TOTAL  SITE 

^1  AND  cTfSIlY  283,338 

W^l  ELEEPLY   12,000 

^  TOTAL  SITE  295,398 


30 


"719 

38 


570 


757 


354 

384 


471 

509 


615 


636 


415 
436 


Proposed  vs.  {Jaxim^i  ( 
D.U.  Under  -  dTU.  i^ef 


1D3 
_9_ 
112 


55 
64 


EXISTING 
CLASSIFICATIONS 


FULL  DEVEIDI 
PARCELS  1  -  4 


iFttNT 


PARCEli  1  -  3 

FLATLAND  PORTION 
PARCEL  4 


PARCELS  1  -  3  CNLY 


(2) 
(3) 


*  RH-2  FAMILY 
Rfrl  and  C-1  FW-11LY 

m-i  aJERLY 

•TOTAL  SITE 

*  f^2  FAMILY 

RM-1  AND  C-1  FmiLY 
RM-1  ELDERLY 


133,680 

132 

187 

35 

65) 

229,178 

285 

380 

356 

1 

12,000 

30 

38 

20 

9 

374,858 

405 

550 

563 

115,000 

77 

US 

159 

20 

Sr 

167,398 

209 

277 

257 

12,000 

30 

38 

20 

9 

295,398 

316 

i|30 

435 

05) 

*  TOTAL  SITE 

"*'rH-2  FWILY 

R^V-l  AND  C-1  FAMILY 
m-1  ELDERLY 

*  TOTAL  SITE 

The  City  Planning  Cor^issic  kav  grant  conbitional^use  authoriz^^^^^  fJ^L'iT^V of^^^ 

fRMlSLlSSiS  OF  THE  APPLICABI^  ZONING  DISTRICT,  J^T  JeSS  'SJn  THAT  PEf^lITTED  IN  T>€  NEXT  DISTKia. 

RESTRICTIVE  DISTRia,  l.E,  THE  APPROVED  DENS  ITYflJST  f  ^T  l^T  ONE  O^ING^^^^^^^        ^  PARTlCUUiR  DISTRICT. 

|=g^^??v"r;t1SI  o^E^l^G^^^irS       S^fSSgI  S^I^  ^ed  in  1>^SE  calc^tio^s: 


I 


District 
rh-2  family 
RH-1  and  c-1  FA-ULY 
m-1  ELDERLY 


Permitth) 
1:1500 
1:800 
Q:8D0)  X2 


f^iAXiMLH  Possible 
a:1000)-l 
a:500)  -1 
C(1:60Q)-I]  X2 


TVO  ELDERLY  UNITS. 

THE  DENSm  IS  THE  SA"^  t 

Liss  rKi.N.  THE  t:t.:^  '■'••'■^1';V":,,t  ■ ' 

IN  A  fCR£-F£STRlCTIVc  L1ST^1.1^, 
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Comment  132:     "Could  developers  get  any  kind  of  tax  benefit 
if  Parcel  4  is  left  undeveloped?" 

Response  132;     No.     The  area  would  continue  to  be  taxed  as 
developable  land,  although  no  assessment  would  be  made 
for  improvements  if  none  were  built. 


Barry  Pearl 

Comment  133;     "I  believe  that  the  Alternatives  section  (Chapter 
VII)   is  grossly  inadequate  in  its  presentation.  The 
lower  density  alternative  proposals  must  be  presented 
in  greater  detail." 

Response  133;     See  Responses  24  and  25  and  Chapter  VII,  Section 
F.5  of  the  EIR  for  discussion  of  the  3  PAR  lower  density 
schemes . 

Comment  134;     "Table  1  on  page  2  should  be  replaced  by  a 
similar  table  showing  the  alternatives  on  pages  166 
and  167  compared  to  the  maximum  development  proposal. 
The  present  Table  1  is  a  poorly  disguised  attempt  to 
reduce  the  importance  of  lower  development  alternatives 
on  Parcels  1,  2,  and  3." 

Response  134;     Additional  information  has  been  provided  in 
Section  I.D.,  page  6. 

Comment  135;     "Architectural  drawings,  site  maps,  view  perspec- 
tive sketches  must  be  provided  for  all  of  the  lower 
density  alternatives." 

Response  135;     See  Responses  24  and  25  and  Chapter  VII., 

Section  F.5  of  the  EIR  for  analysis  of  the  3  PAR  schemes, 
including  site  plan  concepts  prepared  by  PAR. 

Comment  136;  "The  present  EIR  does  not  meet  the  requirements 
of  CEQA  by  failing  to  adequately  present  the  alternative 
proposals  listed  as  F;     1,  2,  3,  and  4." 

Response  136;     Details  for  these  alternatives   (pages  166- 
167)   are  not  available  because  they  are  not  proposed 
to  be  carried  out  by  the  developer.     Responses  24  and 
25  and  Chapter  VII.,  Section  F.5  discuss  other  lower- 
density  housing  alternatives  in  some  detail.     The  State 
EIR  guidelines  instruct  that  the  degree  of  specificity 
of  discussion  should  be  appropriate  to  the  specificity 
of  the  project  under  discussion. 
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Comment  137 t     "The  diagrams  portraying  the  landscape  vegetation 
on  the  western  edge  of  the  project  site  may  be  misleading. 
Any  compairson  with  other  vegetation  in  the  area  such 
as  at  the  western  edge  of  Golden  Gate  Park  would  indicate 
that  any  trees  would  become  gnarled  with  age  due  to 
the  strong  influence  of  the  westerly  winds. 

"Figure  number  8  should  be  altered  to  reflect  the  potential 
influence  of  the  wind  on  vegetation  or  a  photograph 
of  the  trees  at  the  western  edge  of  Golden  Gate  Park 
should  be  included  in  the  EIR." 

Response  137;     See  Section  V.B.I,  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  138;     "Wind  resistant  tree  species  or  especially 

dense  vegetation  on  the  western  boundary  of  the  project 
site  should  be  included  as  a  required  mitigation  measure 
to  reduce  the  influence  of  the  wind  on  the  project  site." 

Response  138;     See  Response  21  and  Section  V.B.I  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  139;     "Another  potential  mitigation  measure  would 
be  to  reduce  the  number  of  entrances  on  the  western 
edge  of  the  project  site." 

Response  139;     There  are  no  vehicular  entrances  proposed 

on  the  western  edge  of  the  project  site  along  the  Great 
Highway  although  there  is  one  vehicular  exit  proposed 
on  Parcel  4. 


Marilyn  Teghtmeyre,  Real  Estate  Department,  Safeway  Stores, 
Incorporated 

Comment  140;     "Parking  should  be  added  as  item  Q  under  IV. 
Impacts,  as  there  is  a  need  to  study  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  development  on  off-street  parking.     The  Safeway 
parking  lot  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  development 
as  well  as  on-street  parking  in  front  of  existing  residential 
in  the  area." 

Response  140;     Sections  III. 1. 3   (page  59)   and  IV. 1. 6  (page 
108)  of  the  EIR  address  existing  parking  conditions 
and  project  parking  impacts,  respectively.     The  analysis 
did  not  assume  that  project  residents  and  visitors  would 
need  to  use  the  Safeway  parking  lot.     See  also  Response 
142. 
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Comment  141;     "The  proposed  closure  of  La  Playa  Street  will 
create  parking  problems  for  Safeway 's  customers.  The 
tenants  that  would  occupy  the  proposed  apartments  at 
the  south  side  of  Parcel  3  may  find  parking  in  the  Safeway 
parking  lot  more  convenient  due  to  the  easy  access  to 
their  apartments.     This  could  also  apply  to  the  customers 
of  proposed  Parcel  1  commercial." 

Response  141 t     The  closure  of  La  Playa  Street  should  not 

create  parking  problems  for  Safeway  customers  as  only 
that  section  between  Cabrillo  and  Balboa  would  be  closed 
by  the  project,  not  the  section  in  front  of  Safeway 
(Fulton  to  Cabrillo) .     Site  visits  by  the  transportation 
consultant  have  indicated  only  occasional  parking  on 
the  section  of  La  Playa  that  would  be  closed. 

It  is  doubtful  that  residents  of  the  southern  most  condominiums 

on  Parcel  3  would  park  in  the  Safeway  lot  when  they 

would  have  their  own  reserved  space,  in  a  security  parking 

area  in  the  garage  beneath  their  condominium,  probably 

with  a  shorter  and  more  direct  walk  to  the  building 

elevators  than  from  the  Safeway  lot. 

It  has  been  estimated   (pages  108-110  of  the  EIR)  that 
the  project  parking  supply  and  demand  would  be  in  rough 
equilibrium,  although  any  excess  peak  parking  demand 
would  have  to  find  surface  spaces  in  the  area.  (For 
example,  the  potential  maximum  25-space  deficit  in  the 
Parcel  1  garage  at  peak  times.) 

It  is  possible  then,  that  some  "parking  poaching"  of 
spaces  in  the  Safeway  lot  would  occur.     It  seems  probable 
that  these  would  be  short-stay  rather  than  long-stay 
occurrences  and  it  should  be  recognized  that  there  would 
be  some  joint  use  of  both  the  Parcel  1  garage  and  the 
Safeway  parking  lot,  in  that  some  project  commercial 
customers  would  also  shop  at  Safeway  and  vice  versa. 

Comment  142;     "We  would  appreciate  your  advice  concerning 

the  measures  planned  to  mitigate  the  potential  parking 
poaching  which  will  result  from  this  proposed  development." 

Response  142;     Other  than  the  provision  of  parking  facilities 
in  the  Parcel  1  garage  and  the  provision  of  garage  access 
from  both  Balboa  and  Cabrillo  Streets,  the  project  developer 
proposes  no  measures  to  ensure  "parking  poaching"  would 
not  occur.     Any  such  poaching  would  be  difficult  to  prove 
and  would  be  difficult  to  stop  without  additional  person- 
power  to  enforce  Safeway  customer  parking  only.  The 
towing  of  non-Safeway  customer  vehicles,  while  being 
an  optional  deterrent,  would  be  problemmatical  due  to 
the  difficulty  of  identifying  violating  vehicles. 
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Robert  Hayden^  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Comment  143;     "The  Chamber  feels  that  this  EIR  adequately 
covers  the  adverse  impacts  of  this  project.  However, 
these  impacts  should  have  been  called  'adverse'  only 
if  a  national  park  were  the  environment — not  the  City. 
Specifically,  Chapter  VI,  page  150,  describes  very  normal 
effects  of  City  construction." 

Response  143;     The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and 
the  State  EIR  guidelines  require  that  adverse  impacts 
of  a  project  be  identified  in  a  section  like  Chapter 
VI.     As  much  as  possible,  the  authors  attempt  to  avoid 
labelling  impacts,  as  impacts  seen  to  be  adverse  by 
some  may  not  seem  adverse  to  others.     See  Response  69. 

Comment  144;     "I  suggest  that  the  report  reveal  that  this 
project  is  normal  usage  of  City  land." 

Response  144;     Such  a  statement  would  be  a  value  judgement 
and  is  not  appropriate  according  to  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  Guidelines  for  EIR  preparation.     The  area 
is  presently  zoned  for  residential  and  commercial  development 
similar  to  the  proposed  project,  but  the  Zoning  Map 
can  be  amended  by  appropriate  procedures. 

Comment  14  5;     "Our  City  environment  lacks  housing  and  this 
should  be  evinced  in  either  Chapter  V  or  Chapter  VIII. 
The   'negative  effects'  detail  dominates  this  report; 
there  is  a  lack  of  balance  in  showing  the  housing  needs 
of  San  Francisco." 

Response  145;     See  pages  75-77  of  the  EIR  for  a  discussion 

of  housing  effects  of  the  proposed  project.     See  Responses 
69  and  143. 

Comment  146;     "It  should  also  be  noted  that; 

"This  land  has  a  market  value  of  approximately  $20  million 
($46-47  per  square  foot)   —  not  atypical  of  oceanview 
properties  today.     This  is  a  large  sum  to  spend  for 
park/recreational  usage  in  an  environment  that  is; 

a)  Rich  in  public  parks 

b)  Famous  for  its  many  and  varied  recreational 
facilities 

c)  Located  between  a  National  Recreational  Area 
on  the  North  and  a  City  park  on  the  South." 

Response  146;     See  Responses  70  and  34. 
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Comment  147:     "In  exploring  alternate  development  plans, 

time  is  a  significant  environmental  factor.     Time  affects 
the  life  of  every  'under-housed'  person  in  this  City 
and  is  detrimental  insofar  as  the  rise  in  costs  (1%- 
1-1/2%  per  month)  destroys  the  ability  to  compete  for 
housing.     This  project  is  feasible  and  ready.     The  lower 
density  plans  must  perforce  make  the  units  far  more 
expensive  and,  they  are  costly  years  further  down  the 
road. 

"This  aspect  should  be  noted  if  other  developments  are 
seriously  considered  and  then,  only  if  they  are  economically 
feasible . " 

Response  147;     See  Responses  24  and  25  and  Chapter  VII., 

Section  F.5  of  the  EIR  for  the  project  sponsor's  position 
on  the  cost  of  housing  for  less  dense  developments. 


Dennis  O'Rorke 

Comment  148"     "I  strongly  object  to  the  certification  of 
the  Playland  area  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the 
following  grounds: 

"The  high  density  construction  would  have  a  detrimental 
impact  on  the  quality  of  life  in  the  neighborhood. 

"Views  would  be  blocked. 

"The  closing  of  La  Playa  would  channel  more  traffic 
up  48th  Avenue. 

"With  the  implementation  of  the  west  side  waste  water 
transport  system,  the  entire  beach  area  from  Fort  Funston 
to  the  foot  of  the  Cliff  House  would  be  under  heavy 
construction  for  years,  severely  limiting  access  to 
the  beach." 

Response  148:     The  items  mentioned  are  all  discussed  in  the 

EIR.     The  EIR  has  identified  the  potential  adverse  effects 
of  the  project  throughout  the  report  and  summarized 
in  Chapter  VI,  pages  150-152.     The  appropriate  procedure 
would  be  to  certify  the  Final  EIR  as  a  complete  and 
adequate  disclosure  of  the  possible  effects  of  the  proposal, 
then  vote  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  project  application 
based  in  part  on  the  information  provided  in  the  EIR. 

Comment  149:     "I  also  feel  that  the  Environmental  Impact 

Report  should  be  delayed  pending  clarification  of  the 
portion  of  land  to  be  acquired  by  the  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreation  Area." 
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Response  149:     The  Planning  Commission  has  the  option  of 

approving  a  project  on  all  four  parcels,  approving  an 
alternative  that  would  exclude  some  or  all  development 
on  Parcel  4  or  disapproving  the  project.  According 
to  the  requirements  of  the  State  Government  Code,  a 
decision  on  the  application  must  be  made  by  7  September 
1979  unless  an  extension  is  obtained.     The  extension 
would  be  limited  to  90  days  maximum,  which  may  not  be 
long  enough  to  clarify  the  National  Park  Service  acquisition 
issues.     See  Response  72. 


Barbara  Turner,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond 

Comment  150;     "There  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  impact 
on  the  tenants  and  owners  who  will  be  living  in  the 
project . " 

Response  150;     See  Response  11. 

Comment  151:     "There  has  been  no  evaluation  made  of  the  degree 
to  which  recreational  facilities  will  serve  the  public." 

Response  151;     See  Response  12. 

Comment  152:     "We  question  the  figures  on  wind  tunnel  effects 
because  of  the  method  used  to  arrive  at  those  figures. 
We  believe  that  the  mitigating  measures,  trees/shrubbery? 
pictured  by  the  developer  are  inadequate  and  unfeasible." 

Response  152:     See  Response  4  and  Section  V.B.I. ,  page  138 
of  the  EIR. 

Comment  153:     "The  EIR  does  not  address  the  impact  created 
if  101  rental  units  are  not  subsidized." 

Response  153:     See  Response  10. 

Comment  154;     "We  are  not  given  any  means  in  the  EIR  of  evaluating 
the  impact  of  9,025  additional  motor  trips  per  day  in 
the  vicinity." 

Response  154;     See  Response  3. 

Comment  155;     "We  are  concerned  that  any  development  on  Parcel 
4  will  threaten  the  stability  of  the  clif  supporting 
Sutro  Park  and  close  off  access  to  the  Park  from  the 
ocean  beach  side." 

Response  155:     The  geologic  impacts  are  discussed  on  pages 
88-90  of  the  EIR.     Park  access  is  discussed  on  page 
83  of  the  EIR.     Mitigation  measures  relating  to  these 
impacts  are  found  on  pages  137-138  and  140. 
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Comment  156:     "There  is  no  assessment  of  the  impact  of  this 
project  on  surrounding  property  values,  on  the  size 
and  design  of  new  construction  that  will  follow,  on 
the  amount  of  new  commercial  development  serving  residents 
in  the  area  and  overall  possible  impacts  on  zoning  in 
the  Richmond." 

Response  156;     See  Response  9. 

Comment  157;     "We  dispute  the  contention  in  the  EIR  that 

the  project  design  is  in  keeping  with  that  of  the  neighborhood 
in  both  design  and  facade." 

Response  157;     See  Response  6. 

Comment  158;     "We  would  like  to  see  the  EIR  address  the  question 
of  public  safety  in  the  project.     We  believe  that  the 
way  in  which  open  space  is  utilized  creates  security 
problems  for  the  neighborhood  and  the  prospective  new 
residents . " 

Response  158;     See  Responses  25  and  58. 

Comment  159;     "We  would  like  to  see  the  possibility  of  other 
energy  sources  explored.     Use  of  wind,  for  example, 
could  serve  as  a  model  project." 

Response  159;     Of  the  technologically  feasible  alternative 

energy  sources,  4  could  be  applied  to  Ocean  Beach;  wind, 
tidal,  solar  and  biomass.     Solar  is  impractical  due 
to  the  lack  of  adequate  sunshine  at  the  project  location, 
biomass  because  of  the  lack  of  production  and  distribution 
facilities  for  methane,  and  because  of  the  pollution 
that  would  result  from  direct  burning  of  biomass;  and 
tidal  because  of  the  need  for  unique  tidal  situations 
(e.g.,  the  Bay  of  Fundy)  which  do  not  exist  at  the  project 
site.     While  the  use  of  wind  energy  is  feasible  at  the 
project  site,  the  intermittent  nature  of  the  power  source 
(wind)   combined  with  inadequate  velocities  on  the  site, 
make  wind  energy  an  economically  risky  venture. 

Comment  160;     "There  has  been  no  assessment  of  the  viability 
of  the  amount  of  commercial  space  proposed.     We  would 
like  a  study  of  how  much  and  what  kind  of  commercial 
development  could  be  supported  there,  where  it  could 
and  should  most  effectively  be  located." 

Response  160;     See  Response  47. 

Comment  161;     "We  stressed  in  our  presentation  before  the 

Commission  our  opposition  to  the  proposed  design  because 
it  tends  to  create  a  sealed  off  enclave  and  draw  owners 
inward  rather  than  encouraging  them  to  interact  with 
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the  community.     We  also  criticized  the  project's  lack 
of  well  defined  open  space  for  use  by  project  residents 
only.     We  do  not  feel  that  theses  two  criticisms  are 
contradictory.     We  believe  that  home  owners  and  tenants 
should  be  entitled  to  some  privacy,  but,  at  the  same 
time,  should  not  be  encouraged  by  design  to  isolate 
themselves  from  the  community." 

Response  161;     See  Responses  11,  19,  and  20. 


Igar  Sokoloff 

Comment  162:     "Now  there  is  a  garbage  dump  and  if  the  project 
gets  approval,  where  will  this  garbage  be  dumped  in 
the  future?" 


Response  162;     See  Response  54. 

Comment  163;     "The  vast  rat  population  will  be  displaced 
by  construction.     Where  will  they  go?" 


Response  163;     See  Response  54. 

Comment  164;     "The  pigeon  feeding  ground  adjacent  to  my  pro- 
perty will  be  destroyed  and  the  pigeon-feeders  will 
be  forced  to  feed  them  at  new  places,  maybe  in  front 
of  somebody  else's  residence." 

"Will  those  residents  be  willing  to  allow  pigeon-feeding 
on  their  sidewalks?" 


Response  164;     Statistically  valid  data  on  the  attitude  of 
neighborhood  residents  toward  pigeon-feeding  on  their 
sidewalks  is  unavailable.     The  pigeon  feeders  could 
use  areas  along  Golden  Gate  Park  on  Fulton  Street;  it 
is  likely  that  the  birds  would  follow  to  this  new  site. 


Don  Zeigler,  Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond  (PAR) 

Comment  165;     "The  unique  thing  about  Playland  is  that  the 
site  could  be  used  for  a  large  number  of  uses,  any  one 
of  them  serving  as  an  enhancement  to  the  City,  to  the 
neighborhood,  and  to  the  beach." 

"For  example,  Playland  could  make  a  marvelous  park  site,  serving 

as  a  beautiful  connector  from  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Sutro 

Heights  as  well  as  a  recreation  center  in  its  own  right. 

As  a  connector,  it  would  complete  a  network  of  open 

space  and  parks  strectching  from  the  Zoo  to  Fisherman's 

Wharf.     Nowhere  in  the  EIR  is  this  concept  considered, 

even  though  it  has  long  been  the  dream  of  many  San  Franciscans." 


284 


Response  165;     See  pages  138  and  167  of  the  EIR  and  see  Responses 
70  and  81. 


Coimnent  166;     "Another  possible  use  of  Playland  is  for  beach- 
oriented  commercial,  which  is  of  course  what  it  was 
before  Jeremy  Ets-Hokins  tore  down  Playland.  Thousands 
of  tourists  already  visit  the  Cliff  House  and  Ocean 
Beach  even  on  the  foggiest  and  coldest  days.     A  tourist- 
oriented  development  similar  to  what  existed  before 
is  a  possibility,  and  many  San  Franciscans  are  still 
unhappy  that  Playland  was  allowed  to  be  destroyed. 
This  obvious  alternative  use  of  the  land  is  not  discussed 
anywhere  in  the  EIR,  even  though  many  in  the  City  long 
for  the  return  of  Playland  or  something  like  it  on  this 
site." 

Response  166;     See  Response  75. 

Comment  167;     "Playland  is  suitable  for  extending  the  existing 
Richmond  District  mix  out  two  more  blocks.     Lot  by  lot 
townhouse  development  of  flats  and  single  family  housing 
right  up  to  the  edge  of  the  Great  Highway,  somewhat 
like  that  existing  in  the  Outer  Sunset,   is  certainly 
a  possibility.     Only  one  paragraph  on  page  166  mentions 
this  alternative,  even  though  people  living  in  the  Outer 
Richmond  see  this  as  the  logical  use  of  the  site  involving 
the  least  impact  on  the  existing  neighborhood." 

Response  167:     The  discussions  of  the  PAR  alternatives  have 
been  added  to  the  main  text  of  the  EIR  in  Chapter  VII., 
Section  F.5. 

Comment  168;     "What  is  perhaps  the  most  unusual  feature  of 
the  Playland  site  is  that,  with  careful  planning  it 
could  probably  combine  the  desirable  features  of  all 
of  the  alternatives  presented.     The  site  is  large  enough 
and  so  ideally  located  that  a  combined  use  of  commercial, 
residential,  and  open  space  is  completely  within  reason. 
The  proposed  development  does  have  combined  uses,  but 
they  were  patched  together  without  any  sense  of  what 
people  want  from  each  one  individually." 

Response  168;     The  project  has  been  designed  to  respond  to 
the  requirements  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  guidelines 
of  the  Coastal  Commission,  requests  from  the  Mayor's 
office,  restrictions  by  HUD  on  subsidized  housing,  concerns 
voiced  by  local  residents  and  the  economic  objectives 
of  the  project  sponsor.     All  the  above  factors  must 
be  considered  by  decision  makers  in  determining  whether 
the  combined  uses  on  the  site  are  appropriate. 

Comment  169;     "The  housing  is  completely  inconsistent  with 
the  current  housing  in  the  neighborhood." 
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Response  169;     See  Response  6. 


Comment  170;     "The  open  space  is  mostly  closed  to  the  public 

and  doesn't  begin  to  meet  the  need  for  a  park-like  connector 
from  Golden  Gate  Park  to  Sutro  Heights." 

Response  170;     See  Section  V.A,  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  171;     "...  And  the  commercial  uses  aren't  the 

type  that  fulfill  people's  desires  for  a  place  to  come 
and  have  a  good  time." 

Response  171;     Proposed  commercial  uses  on  the  project  site 
would  conform  with  the  City  Planning  Code  and  would 
in  general  conformity  with  guidelines  of  the  Coastal  Commission. 

Comment  17  2;     "We  think  that  the  reason  that  this  project 

is  so  out  of  touch  with  what  people  desire  in  the  area 
is  that  there  was  no  input  from  the  public  in  its  design. 
We  think  that  with  a  project  of  this  magnitude  and  this 
much  impact,  that  the  public  has  every  right  to  give 
guidelines  to  the  developer.     The  EIR  makes  little  or 
no  mention  of  what  people  in  the  area  would  like  to 
see .  " 

Response  172;     See  Response  87. 

Comment  17  3;     "In  asking  for  a  Planned  Unit  permit,  the  devel- 
oper is  ignoring  the  Planning  Code  for  the  area." 

Response  173;     See  Response  90. 

Comment  174;     "The  Coastal  Commission  guidelines,   in  the 

first  sentence  quoted  in  the  EIR  on  page  72  states  "Development 
of   (the  Playland)   site  should  be  based  on  a  master  plan  .   .  . 
Where  is  the  Master  Plan  here?" 

"The  City  recently  received  $35,000  from  the  State  to 
aid  in  developing  its  Local  Coastal  Plan.     This  is  the 
mechanism  by  which  the  Playland  Master  Plan  should  be 
created.     We  strongly  feel  that  this  EIR  is  deficient 
because  it  does  not  evaluate  the  proposal  against  any 
guidelines  or  plan.     Consideration  of  this  project, 
or  any  other  project  affecting  the  coastline,  should 
not  be  allowed  until  the  Local  Coastal  Plan  has  been 
completed.     Only  then  can  a  proper  EIR  be  drafted  that 
determines  if  the  project  is  consistent  with  community 
desires .  " 
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Response  174:     The  proposed  project  is  evaluated  with  respect 
to  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  on  pages  74- 
77  and  81-83.     In  addition,  the  Planning  Department's 
Draft  Guidelines  for  Development  at  the  Playland-at- 
the-Beach  site  were  referenced  where  appropriate.  See 
Response  91  regarding  the  Local  Coastal  Plan, 

Comment  175;     "Another  environmental  impact  will  invlove 
construction  of  the  Richmond  Transport  Sewer  through 
the  area.     The  EIR  mentions  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
construction  of  this  project  and  the  sewer,  albeit  very 
vaguely.     This  is  probably  one  of  the  most  important 
considerations  regarding  the  construction  impacts,  and 
this  EIR  is  inadequate  until  the  effects  of  these  two 
projects  occurring  simultaneously  on  Parcel  4  can  be 
determined.     Each  activity  by  itself  would  be  major, 
but  the  two  together  will  be  a  disaster." 

Response  175:     See  Response  95. 

Comment  176;     "In  conclusion,  PAR  feels  that  this  EIR  is 

inadequate  and  will  remain  so  until  community  desires 

are  discussed  in  relationship  to  the  proposed  development. 

This  could  best  be  done  when  the  Local  Coastal  Plan 

has  been  completed  and  a  plan  created  that  clearly  defines 

what  the  public  wants  at  Playland.     The  EIR  will  also 

be  incomplete  until  the  combined  environmental  effects 

of  construction  of  the  Richmond  Transport  and  this  project 

can  be  properly  evaluated." 

Response  176:     See  Responses  72,  89,  91,  and  175. 


Mary  Hall 

Comment  177:     "Presently,  the  residents  of  the  outer  Richmond 
must  depend  on  a  police  station  at  Sixth  Avenue.  The 
additional  masses  living  at  the  beach  would,  in  my  mind, 
result  in  an  overload  at  the  Sixth  Avenue  station. 
The  potential  could  be  disastrous.     Page  124  of  the 
draft  EIR  discusses  the  situation  too  briefly.     I  am 
opposed  to  waiting  until  after   'the  project  has  been 
in  operation  for  some  time'  to  assess  the  impact  of 
insufficient  police  service.     Is  there  not  some  standard 
or  ratio  of  popluation  to  available  police  personnel 
which  could  be  employed  in  determining  such  an  impact?" 


287 


Response  177:     The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  does  not 
have  a  standard  or  ratio  of  population  to  available 
personnel  that  is  used  for  planning  purposes.  Each 
project  must  be  considered  individually;   its  characteristics 
must  be  examined  in  terms  of  its  physical  context. 
Thus,  although  it  is  possible  to  say  that  the  proposed 
project  would  have  an  impact  on  police  services,  it 
is  not  possible  to  quantify  this  impact. 

Comment  178;     "Secondly,  to  the  despair  of  many  residents 

and  merchants  in  the  Outer  Richmond  district,  the  nearest 
post  office  is  on  21st  Avenue.     Nowhere  in  the  draft 
EIR  do  I  see  mention  of  the  potential  impact  the  development, 
as  proposed,  might  have  on  the  quality  of  postal  service 
from  the  21st  Avenue  station.     At  the  very  least,  the 
developer  might  give  some  consideration  to  including 
a  postal  substation  within  the  commercial  area  of  his 
proposal . " 

Response  178;     A  postal  substation,  located  in  a  retail  store 
at  Geary  and  37th  Avenue  closed  over  a  year  ago.  If 
the  Postmaster  determines  that  there  is  a  need  for  additional 
postal  service,  the  project  sponsor  may  consider  including 
a  substation  within  the  commercial  area  of  the  proposed 
project. 


Steve  Scholl,  Staff  Analyst,  North  Central  Coast  Regional 
Commission 

Comment  179;     "The  Draft  EIR  refers  to  several  policies  of 
the  Coastal  Act  which  are  relevant  to  this  project. 
One  of  these  policies  has  to  do  with  provision  of  low 
and  moderate  income  housing.     The  policy  is  found  in 
Section  30213  which  provides; 

Lower  cost  visitor  and  recreational  facilities  and 
housing  opportunities  for  persons  of  low  and  moderate 
income  shall  be  protected,  encouraged,  and,  where 
feasible,  provided.     Developments  providing  public 
recreational  opportunities  are  preferred.     New  housing 
in  the  coastal  zone  shall  be  developed  in  conformity 
with  the  standards,  policies,  and  goals  of  local 
housing  elements  adopted  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  subdivision   (c)  of  Section  65302 
of  the  Government  Code. 


Harlan  Wilson,  Sgt.,  Planning  and  Research  Division, 
SFPD,  telephone  conversation,  13  August  1979. 
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"The  State  Coastal  Commission  is  now  considering  adoption 
of  guidelines  for  provision  of  low  and  moderate  income 
units  in  new  multi-family  residential  projects.  The 
draft  guidelines,  not  yet  acted  on  by  the  Commission, 
set  as  a  goal  the  inclusion  of  25-35%  of  the  total  project 
units  for  low  and  moderate  income  housing,  unless  the 
community  in  which  the  project  is  located  has  already 
met  its  regional  fair  share  for  low  and  moderate  income 
housing  and/or  there  are  significant  constraints  to 
provision  of  such  housing  presented  by  the  site  or  other 
factors . 

"The  language  of  Section  30213  refers  to  both  low  and 
moderate  income  housing.     Therefore,  of  the  total  number 
of  units  set  aside,  a  significant  number  should  be  specifically 
for  low  income  households." 

Response  179;  The  project  proposal  has  been  changed  since 
the  Draft  EIR  was  published  on  8  June  1979  to  include 
20  elderly  and  63  family  subsidized  units  for  low  and 
moderate  income  residents.  See  new  text  on  pages  12, 
15,  72  and  77  of  the  EIR. 

The  actual  percentages  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing 
(including  elderly  units)  compared  to  the  total  number 
of  units  are  as  follows  for  the  three  main  project  alternatives 

No .  No .  % 

Rental  Condo  Low  and 

Units  Units  Moderate 

Full  Development  on 

Parcel  4  83  553  13% 

Partial  Development  on 

Parcel  4  83  480  14.7% 

No  Development  on 

Parcel  4  83  353  19% 

The  project  sponsor's  response  to  the  Coastal  Commission 

letter  is  that  the  guidelines  are  in  draft  form  and 

have  not  yet  been  adopted.     If  adopted  the  25-35%  figure 

is  a  goal,  rather  than  a  requirement.     For  the  alternative 

of  no  development  on  Parcel  4,  the  percentage  of  low 

and  moderate  income  units  is  very  close  to  the  goal. 

The  project  sponsor  would  have  great  difficulty  in  providing 

the  additional  units  to  meet  the  goal  for  the  other 

two  alternatives. 


■^Telephone  conversation  with  Tef  Kutay  on  13  August  1979. 
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Charles  Q.  Forester ^  Director  of  Planning,  Association  of 
Bay  Area  Governments 

Comment  180;     "Staff  feels  that  the  Draft  EIR  should  be  expanded 
to  indicate  the  relationship  of  the  project  to  regional 
policies.     As  indicated  in  ABAC  comments  on  several 
San  Francisco  development  projects   (e.g.  101  California 
Street,  Pacific  Gateway),  regional  policies  support 
housing  growth  in  San  Francisco.     In  addition  to  relieving 
overcrowding,  offsetting  low  vacancy  rates,  replacing 
substandard  units,  and  accommodating  the  formation  of 
new  households  and  the  changing  shelter  needs  of  older 
households,  housing  growth  in  San  Francisco  provides  shelter 
in  proximity  to  a  major  source  of  jobs  in  the  region.  This 
can  facilitate  a  reduction  in  vehicle  miles  travelled  thereby 
leading  to  less  air  pollution,  lower  energy  consumption  and 
delay  in  the  need  for  costly  highway  projects  to  serve 
growth  in  outlying  areas. 

The  subject  project  is  consistent  with  these  objectives 
(Regional  Plan,  Housing  Element,  Policies  1.1  and  1.2). 
The  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  component  of  the 
project  is  especially  consistent  with  regional  policies 
which  seek  commitments  to  expand  housing  for  lower-income 
people   (ibid..  Implementation  Function  3r)." 

Response  180:     Section  IV. A. ,  paragraph  3,  on  page  71  of 

the  Draft  EIR  has  been  changed.     A  description  of  the 
ABAG  Regional  Plan  has  been  provided  in  Section  IV. A. 8, 
page  81  of  the  EIR. 


Gary  Fie 

Comment  181;     "The  data  presented  seem  to  be  inadequate  to 

properly  assess  the  traffic  noise  increase  and  its  impact 
on  a  larger  portion  of  the  neighborhood  than  just  the 
immediately  adjacent  areas  studied  in  the  report.  I 
feel  that  this  is  an  important  consideration  because 
the  large  amount  of  automobile  traffic  -  5,200  Average 
Daily  Trips,  ADT,    (Table  A-3,  page  192)   -  expected  to 
be  generated  by  the  project  will  affect  a  large  portion 
of  the  surrounding  neighborhood,  particularly  the  already 
heavily  traveled  routes,  such  as  Fulton,  Geary  and  Point 
Lobos . 

"While  the  ambient  noise  levels  of  the  proposed  site 
were  studied  by  recording  sound  levels  at  four  locations, 
no  similar  measurements  were  made  at  other  locations 
where  the  report  indicates  that  the  traffic  volume  will 
be  significantly  increased.     For  example,  Figure  22, 
Future  Traffic  Conditions,   indicates  the  following  traffic 
volumes : 
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Location 


Present  ADT 


ADT  Increase 


Balboa  between  47th  &  48th  Avenues 
48th  Ave.  between  Balboa  &  Cabrillo 
44th  Ave.  between  Anza  &  Balboa 


1600 
140 
625 


1580 
1265 
650 


"These  are  tremendous  increases  for  residential  streets. 
But  yet  no  noise  study  was  performed  in  these  areas. 
It  must  be  pointed  out  that  these  figures  are  for  streets 
that  are  on  hills  which  are  moderately  steep  to  steep. 
It  might  be  expected  then,  that  engine  labor  far  above 
that  required  for  level  travel  would  be  required  to 
climb  the  hills  and  that  this  would  be  noisy." 

Response  181;     On  p.  118  the  EIR  discusses  the  noise  effects 
of  traffic  volume  increases  on  Cabrillo,  Balboa,  47th, 
and  48th  Avenues.     It  is  concluded  that  the  traffic 
volume  increases  on  most  streets  would  not  cause  a  noise 
impact.     A  "worst  case"  traffic  volume  increase  was 
predicted  to  occur  on  48th  Avenue  between  Cabrillo  and 
Balboa  Streets.     This  "worst  case"  increase  was  predicted 
to  cause  an  approximately  7  dBA  noise  level  increase. 

Additional  vehicular  noise  caused  by  existing  street 
grades  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  has  been 
accounted  for  in  measure  of  existing  noise  levels;  therefore, 
this  factor  would  not  affect  the  predicted  increases 
in  traffic  noise. 

Comment  182;     "I  question  the  estimated  increase  in  noise 

intensity  figures.     How  were  they  determined?  Although 
the  traffic  volume  figures  appear  to  have  been  determined 
in  the  most  elaborate  way,  not  much  seems  to  be  said 
about  how  the  increase  in  noise  figures  were  determined. 
Do  the  figures  take  into  account  such  factors  as  steepness 
of  the  streets  and  the  increased  noise  of  straining 
engines?" 

Response  182;     Refer  to  Responses  30  and  181. 

Comment  183;     "I  do  not  feel  that  the  noise  acceptability 
criterion  used  in  the-  EIR  (Page  117)   is  appropriate 
since  it  simply  lists  increases  in  noise  level  and  expected 
community  response.     It  does  not  mention  what  kind  of 
setting  nor  existing  noise  levels  that  these  criteria 
should  relate  to.     Also  the  criterion  is  very  negatively 
defined  since  it  defines  noise  levels  only  in  terms 
of  intensity  required  to  cause  public  complaint,  or 
perhaps  put  another  way,  just  how  much  abuse  the  local 
residents  are  willing  to  suffer  before  they  will  complain. 
It  seems  that  there  must  be  a  better  way  of  assessing 
noise  levels  than  this." 
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Response  183;     These  criteria  were  extracted  from  National 
Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program  117  and  are  based 
on  the  best  available  information  for  community  response 
to  traffic  noise   (see  Bibliography  for  Noise  Appendix, 
page  208  in  EIR) .     The  purpose  of  an  environmental  impact 
report  is  to  quantify  the  effect  of  changes  in  environmental 
quality  and  assess  the  degree  of  impact  which  could 
be  caused  by  a  proposed  project  or  plan. 

Comment  184;     "The  EIR  does  not  address  the  subject  of  expected 
noise  intensity  increases  over  the  presently  existing 
levels.     It  simply  lists  the  data  in  separate  sections 
of  the  report.     The  noise  levels  recorded  at  all  four 
monitoring  stations   (Table  4,  p.  67)   are  already  near 
or  approximately  equal  to  the  noise  intensity  generated 
by  traffic  on  a  freeway   (Figure  A-1,  page  203).  With 
even  the  apparently  modest  expected  increases  in  dBA 
(pages  117  and  118)   listed  in  the  report,  the  intensity 
will  approach  70  dBA  or  the  sound  of  a  freight  train 
100  feet  away.     Such  levels  would  seem  to  require  a 
more  careful  discussion  and  analysis  than  the  simple 
glossing  over  that  the  Noise  Acceptability  Criterion 
provides . " 

Response  184;     See  Resonses  181  and  183. 


Donna  Yee 

Comment  185;     "Proposed  development  would  require  rezoning 
to  accommodate  the  higher  residential  density.  This 
is  totally  in  contradiction  to  the  Planning  Department's 
criteria  that  such  development  NOT  require  zoning  changes." 

Response  185;     See  new  text  on  pages  3,  1,  24  and  72  and 

Responses  109  and  131.     There  are  no  Department  criteria 
for  the  subject  site  that  suggest  or  require  that  a 
development  proposal  not  need  a  zoning  change.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  will 
decide  whether  or  not  to  approve  the  requested  change. 

Comment  186;     "Consideration  of  proposed  staff  alternatives 

would  adversely  affect  the  immediate  area  and  the  entire 
city;     The  Playland  site  has  never  had  anyone  housed 
there.     Any  housing  on  the  site  would  be  a  gross  impact, 
and  any  number  of  occupants  over  1,000  is  unimagineable . " 

Response  186;     It  is  not  clear  what  alternatives  are  referenced. 
It  is  true  that  the  site  has  not  contained  housing.  The 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  have  been  identified 
throughout  the  EIR. 
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Comment  187:     "Over  the  proposed  four  year  construction  period 
of  the  project,  movement  of  construction  materials, 
construction  noise  and  the  attendant  dust  and  garbage 
will  adversely  affect  the  immediate  vicinity.     The  area 
is  windy  and  dusty  already,  during  construction,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  garden,  to  walk  in  the  neighborhood, 
or  to  have  ready  access  to  the  beach  itself.     This  would 
cause  an  unwarranted  change  in  the  entire  environment 
of  the  ocean  beach  area." 

Response  187:     See  pages  142-148  of  the  Mitigation  section 

of  the  EIR  for  discussion  of  measures  to  alleviate  these 
impacts. 

Comment  188:     "I  became  a  homeowner  in  the  Ocean  Beach  Area 

because  it  offers  a  view  of  the  ocean,  peaceful  enjoyment 
of  the  surf,  and  a  view  of  the  sunset.     This  together 
with  proximity  to  city  services  and  commerce  contribute 
to  the  property  value  in  the  area.     The  proposed  development 
would  exclude  the  above  mentioned  natural  advantages 
to  living  in  this  neighborhood.     I  believe  this  would 
adversely  affect  my  property's  value." 

Response  188:     The  project  is  designed  to  take  advantage 

of  the  noted  amenities:     views,  enjoyment  of  the  beach, 
and  proximity  to  municipal  services.     The  EIR  discusses 
the  proposed  project's  impacts  on  the  visual  (pages 
84-88) ,  recreation  and  open  space   (pages  81-83) ,  and 
land  use   (pages  71-80)  environment. 

See  Response  9  for  a  discussion  of  the  proposed  project 
and  property  values. 

Comment  189:     "47th  Avenue  is  the  first  westerly  street  providing 
through  access  from  Geary  Boulevard  to  Fulton  Street. 
During  weekend  and  holiday  evenings,  youth  "hot  rod" 
up  and  down  the  street  whenever  the  Great  Highway  is 
not  open  or  is  patrolled.     After  construction  of  the 
proposed  project,  the  increase  in  vehicular  movement 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  would  make  life  in  this  neighborhood 
less  liveable  than  it  already  is." 

Response  189:     The  EIR  identifies   (p.   58,  para.  3)   47th  Avenue 
as  the  most  westerly  direct  connection  between  Geary 
Boulevard  &  Fulton  Street.     Pages  97-103  of  the  EIR 
identify  the  traffic  increases  that  would  occur  in  the 
neighborhood  with  the  proposed  project.     As  shown  in 
Figures  22  &  23   (pages  99  and  100  respectively) ,  traffic 
increases  on  47th  Avenue  are  estimated  at  about  30%. 

It  seems  doubtful  that  the  project  would  worsen  the  youth's 
"hot-rodding"  problem.  This  problem  may  or  may  not  persist 
over  time,   the  major  solution  being  increased  police  restraint. 
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Comment  190;     "The  proposed  construction  of  rooftop  tennis 

courts  on  Parcel  1,  would  result  in  an  irritating  noise 
throughout  the  neighborhood  which  is  distracting,  aggravating 
and  a  nuisance.     If  residents  of  the  Park  Merced  area 
knew  how  much  noise  the  nearby  courts  would  engender, 
they  probably  would  have  prevented  their  construction. 
In  addition,  the  inclement  wind  and  moisture  of  the 
coast  would  allow  only  infrequent  use  of  the  space  - 
an  inappropriate  use  for  the  given  site." 

Response  190;     It  is  possible  that  a  few  residents  who  are 

located  directly  adjacent  to  the  project  would  be  occasionally 

annoyed  by  the  noise  of  tennis  games  being  played  on 

Parcel  1;  however,  the  existing  background  noise  levels 

in  the  area  (see  pages  66-68)  would  preclude  other  residents 

hearing  the  noise  of  tennis  balls  from  the  outdoor  courts. 

The  John  Muir  Apartments,  located  near  the  ocean  south 
of  San  Francisco  Zoo,  have  outdoor  tennis  courts  and  an 
outdoor  pool.     The  courts  are  in  nearly  constant  use  on 
weekends,  and  the  pool  is  also  used  by  by  apartment 
residents . 

Comment  191;     "The  proposed  parking  design  on  Parcel  3  would 
appear  as  a  solid  concrete  barrier  between  the  ocean 
and  the  development  itself." 

Response  191;     Figure  8,  page  20  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised. 
The  concrete  wall  shown  on  Figure  8  would  rise  about 
five  feet  above  the  sidewalk  level.     The  wall  would 
be  fitted  with  indented  rectangular  forms  for  visual 
interest  and  to  reduce  its  apparent  mass.  Trailing 
vines  would  be  located  to  fall  over  the  surface  of  the 
wall  and  soften  the  wall's  appearance. 

Comment  192;     "The  developer  does  not  intend  to  construct 

the  subsidized  senior  units  until  the  Project  has  been 
partially  constructed  when  there  is  even  less  assurance 
that  section  8  or  other  government  subsidies  would  be 
available  or  even  in  existence.     There  must  be  better 
assurances  available." 

Response  192;     See  Response  10. 

Comment  193;     "Parcel  1  will  hold  the  most  cheaply  built 

units  of  the  project  -  why  should  seniors  be  subjected 
to  being  squeezed  between  buses,  tennis  and  racquet 
ball  players,  and  shoppers.     This  plan  is  segregation 
of  residents  by  age  and  income,  as  well  as  less  than 
third  class  accommodation!" 


■^Telephone  conversation  with  Richard  Jensen,  Recreation 
Club  Assistant,  John  Muir  Apartments,  15  August  1979. 
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Response  193;     See  Responses  11  and  20, 


Rebecca  Evans ^  Sierra  Club 

Comment  194;     "The  Sierra  Club  supports  an  alternative  which 
would  leave  Parcel  #4  free  of  development.     The  San 
Francisco  Bay  Chapter  has  a  long  standing  policy  of 
protection  for  Sutro  Heights  Hill  and  Park  and  the  Headlands 
of  the  Golden  Gate.     Any  development  of  this  site  would 
alter  and  diminish  the  recreation  and  visual  values 
of  these  resources." 

Response  194;     See  pages  153-157  of  the  EIR  for  a  discussion 
of  the  alternative  of  No-Development  on  Parcel  4. 

Comment  195;     "It  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  a  parcel  which 
has  so  long  been  in  public  use  will  be  covered  with 
a  large  development." 

Response  195;     See  Responses  36  and  81. 

Comment  196;     "Transit;     The  DEIR  indicates  that  there  will 
be  no  increase  in  Municipal  Railway  service  to  serve 
the  new  increment  of  residents  at  Ocean  Beach  Park  Estates. 
This  is  insupportable  I     Morning  peak  hour  transit  in 
the  Geary/Clement  corridor  is  already  at  capacity. 
The  impact  of  these  new  residents  on  MUNI  will  cause 
further  deterioration  in  the  service  for  current  residents 
of  the  Outer  and  Inner  Richmond." 

Response  196;     Existing  service  conditions  of  transit  routes 
serving  the  area  of  the  project  are  described  in  pages 
60-62  of  the  EIR.     Table  2,  page  61,  indicates  that 
the  Route  38  currently  operates  at  capacity  during  peak 
hours.     The  projected  impact  of  the  project  on  transit 
service  is  described  in  pages  105-108  of  the  EIR.  The 
impact  is  difficult  to  estimate  due  to  the  service/route 
changes  planned  in  the  MUNI  5-Year  Plan,    (1979-1984) . 
In  the  future,  the  Route  38-Geary  will  no  longer  serve 
the  project  area,  the  Route  31-Balboa  being  extended 
to  Ocean  Beach  to  replace  it.     As  the  project  would 
thus  be  served  by  the  Routes  31-Balboa  and  5-Fulton, 
the  impact  would  be  in  the  Balboa/Fulton  corridor,  rather 
than  the  Geary/Clement  corridor. 

Estimated  project  impacts  are  described  in  pages  106-107 
and  page  144  of  the  EIR,  where  under  a  worst  case  assumption 
it  is  estimated  that  one  additional  peak  hour  run  would 
be  required  on  the  Route  31-Balboa  to  maintain  MUNI 
peak  hour  loading  standards.     As  the  EIR  notes,  this 
additional  run  would  probably  have  to  be  provided  by 
reducing  service  levels  elsewhere  in  the  City. 
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Comment  197;     "Generation  of  trips:     The  DEIR  speaks  to  the 
number  of  trips  generated  by  the  residents  of  Ocean 
Beach  Park  Estates.    We  believe  that  these  numbers  do 
not  tell  the  whole  story.    Where  are  the  numbers  for 
the  deliveries  which  will  be  made  daily  to  these  units? 
The  scavenger  pick-ups?    Postal  truck,  United  Parcel 
Service,  appliance  repair  and  the  like?" 

Response  197;     The  generation  rates  (Table  A-1,  page  187 

of  the  EIR)  which  formed  the  bases  of  the  trip  generation 
analysis,  represent  total  vehicular  trips.     The  "auto 
vehicle"  column  of  table  A-2,  page  191,  therefore  includes 
trips  for  delivery,  maintenance  and  service  vehicles. 

The  principal  generators  of  such  vehicles  would  be  the 
commercial  facilities  and  the  condominiums.     It  is  estimated 
that  about  60-130  truck  trips  a  day  would  be  generated 
by  the  commercial  facilities,  and  between  20-50  daily 
truck  trips  by  the  condominiums.     This  would  represent 
together  about  100-200  daily  truck  trips  or  2-4%  of 
the  total  vehicular  trips  generated  by  the  project. 
With  the  exception  of  a  few  large  delivery  trucks  to 
the  commercial  facilities  and  garbage  collection  trucks, 
the  majority  of  these  trucks  would  be  of  the  2-axle 
delivery  van  type.     Page  103,  paragraph  4,  of  the  EIR, 
discusses  service/delivery  access  provisions  proposed 
for  the  project. 

Comment  198;     "We  question  whether  the  units  made  available 
at  Ocean  Beach  Park  Estates  will  fill  the  needs  of  San 
Franciscans  or  will  draw  new  residents  to  the  luxury 
view  apartments." 

Response  198;     The  origin  of  prospective  tenants  is  difficult 
to  assess.     Although  it  is  likely  that  some  new  residents 
would  come  from  locations  outside  San  Francisco,  the 
project  is  expected  to  meet  existing  needs  for  increased 
housing  supply  in  the  City.     The  units  would  be  priced 
below  the  average  of  new  housing  throughout  San  Francisco. 
However,  the  combination  of  inflation,  rising  land  values, 
increases  in  labor  cost  and  materials  result  in  housing 
construction  that  would  probably  not  be  affordable  to 
families  of  low  and  moderate  income  levels  without  some 
type  of  subsidy. 

Comment  199:     "The  proposed  subsidized  units  is  a  "carrot" 
for  the  project  which  may  never  become  a  reality.  Is 
this  a  feature  which  will  contribute  to  the  approval 
of  the  project  and  never  be  realized?" 

Response  199:     See  new  text  on  page  77  of  the  EIR  and  Response 
10. 
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Comment  200;     "On  page  20,  Figure  No.  8,  the  trees  pictures 
are  inappropriate  for  the  weather  and  wind  conditions 
of  the  Ocean  Beach  environment." 

Response  200;     See  Section  V.B.I,  page  138  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  201;     "We  concur  with  People  for  a  GGNRA  that  the 

principal  value  of  this  site  is  due  to  its  publicly 

maintained  natural  setting  and  that  issue  is  not  addressed 
sufficiently  in  the  DEIR." 

Response  201;     See  Response  34. 


E.G.  Fullerton,  Director,  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game 

Comment  202;     "The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  reviewed 
subject  draft  EIR  and  finds  it  adequately  describes 
project  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  however, 
we  have  the  following  recommendations." 

"Any  development  or  site  disturbance  on  Parcel  4  should 
be  confined  to  the  flat  portion  below  the  30  foot  contour 
(roughly  equivalent  to  Alternative  C  on  page  157)." 

Response  202;     The  recommendation  has  been  communicated  to 
the  City  Planning  Commission  and  other  decision-makers 
for  their  use  in  acting  on  project  applications. 

Comment  203;     "The  'dune  meadow'  and  dune  bluff  face  should 
be  declared  a  'natural  area'  and  access  across  these 
areas  be  prohibited  or  provided  in  such  a  way  (i.e., 
boardwalk  and  wooden  stairs)   that  disturbance  of  dune 
vegetation  and  erosion  is  minimized." 

Response  203;     See  Response  202. 

Comment  204;     "We  strongly  recommend  that  development  permits 
for  these  parcels   (especially  #4)  be  held  in  abeyance 
until  the  Local  Coastal  Program  for  San  Francisco  County 
is  certified  by  the  State  Coastal  Commission." 

Response  204;     See  Responses  72  and  91. 
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People  for  a  Golden  Gate  National  Recreation  Area 
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Steve  Scholl,  Staff  Analyst 

North  Central  Coast  Regional  Commission 
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Donna  Yee 

Don  Ziegler,  President 

Planning  Association  for  the  Richmond 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 

CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION  NO.  8361- 

WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  June  8, 
1979,  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  con- 
nection with  EE78.178,  Ocean  Beach  Park  Estates,  on  the  property 
described  as  follows:     all  of  Assessor's  Blocks  1592,  1595, 
and  1692  and  lots  19,  25  and  35  in  Assessor's  Block  1596,  in  the 
area  generally  bounded  by  Sutro  Heights  Park,  Balboa  Street, 
48th  Avenue,  CabriUo  Street,  La  Playa,  Fulton  Street  and  the 
Great  Highway,  formerly  PI ayl and- at-the-Beach  ;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  fi\ed  a  notice  of  completion  of 
the  draft  report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources 
Agency,  gave  other  notice  and  requested  comments  as  required  by 
law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  general  public  and  satisfied 
other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised 
public  hearing  on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  July 
12,  1979,  at  which  opportunity  was  given  for  public  participation 
and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  August 
30,  1979,  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the 
draft  environmental  impact  report,  any  consultations  and  comments 
received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information 
that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that  raise 
signiflciant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as 
required  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  August  30,  1979,  the  Commission  reviewed, the 
final  environmental  impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of 
said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  it  was  prepared, 
publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for 
Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission 
does  hereby  find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated 
August  30,  1979  concerning  EE78.178  Ocean  Beach  Park  Estates  is 
adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE 
COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environ- 
mental Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission,  in  certify- 
ing the  completion  of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project 
as  proposed,  including  full  development  on  Assessor's  Block  1592 
(Parcel  4)  and  including  zoning  reclassification  of  RH-2  areas  to 
RM-1,  will  have  a  significant  effect  (1)  on  traffic  on  local  streets; 
(2)  on  the  appearance  of  the  site,  due  to  construction  of  multi- 
unit  dwellings  in  an  area  that  is  presently  vacant;  (3)  on  views 
of  the  slopes  defining  Sutro  Heights  Park  from  the  Great  Highway, 
due  to  buildings  proposed  for  portions  of  Parcel  4;  and  (4)  on  the 
dune  tansy  population  on  Parcel  4,  due  to  construction  of  some 
buildings  on  that  parcel. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  ADOPTED 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  August 
30,  1979. 


Leewoods 
Secretary 

AYES:  Commissioners  Bierman,  Dearman,  Mignola,  Nakashima, 

Rosenblatt  and  Starbuck 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:        Commissioner  Christensen 
PASSED:        August  30,  1979 

This  is  a  true  and  exact  copy  of  the  Resolution  approved  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  and  any  changes  on  its  face  wer^ma^i^e 
by  me  in  my  hand  and  initialed.  V'^^^Tj'^-cTfs  ^^^^^^^^"^^^^^ 

^Secretary 
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